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ABSTRACT
A CASE STUDY EXPLORING SAUDI SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS’
PERCEPTIONS TOWARD THE USE OF MOBILE TECHNOLOGY
FOR TEACHING PURPOSES
Adel Ibrahim Qahmash, Ph.D.
Department of Educational Technology, Research and Assessment
Northern Illinois University, 2016
Wei-Chen Hung, Director
Within the last few decades special education has benefited from the vast revolution of
technologies. These technologies have contributed in facilitating cognitive development as well
as learning processes for students with disabilities. One of these emerging technologies is the
tablet device and its applications. Due to increasing demands to integrate the latest technology
into educational settings, previous studies have looked at the potential of adopting tablet devices
and their applications as instruction technology tools in special education classrooms.
This case study sought to explore male special education teachers’ perceptions toward
using tablet devices for teaching purposes in Saudi Arabia. The objectives of this case study were
1) explore male special education teachers’ perceptions about using tablet devices for teaching
purposes. Their perceptions were measured based on eight variables (voluntariness, relative
advantage, compatibility, image, ease of use, trialability, result demonstrability, and visibility)
derived from Rogers’ and Moore and Benbasat’s theories; 2) Examine the impact of teachers’
characteristics of age, years of teaching experiences, educational background, and school level
being taught on their perceptions; 3) Identify obstacles hindering the adoption of tablet devices
for teaching purposes; and 4) Explore the roles of school leadership concerning the use of tablet
devices inside the school from the perspectives of special education

teachers. This case study employed explanatory sequential mixed methods design, which
involves two data collection phases (quantitative è qualitative). The quantitative phase is the
primary phase followed by qualitative data collection. The purpose of qualitative phase is to
provide further explanation regarding phase one results. A total of 175 participants participated
in the survey phase. The results showed the overall perceptions had an overall mean of 3.4 and a
standard deviation of (SD = 0.47). In addition, the results revealed that the participants had high
perceptions concerning perceived relative advantages (M = 4.2), result demonstrability (M =
3.8), and compatibility (M = 3.9) of using tablet devices for teaching purposes. Whereas the
participants had neutral perceptions (mean score range between 2.9 to 3.2) concerning the
voluntariness, image, ease of use, trialability, and visibility in the use of tablet devices.
Regarding the impact of teacher characteristics on their perceptions of using tablet
devices, the multiple regression results showed that only two characteristics of male special
education teachers significantly impacted their perceptions. The first characteristic was school
level at which the teachers taught, which was significantly related to the participants’ perceived
voluntariness (p = .03) and trialability (p = .01). The second characteristic, teachers’ years of
experience, was significantly related to perceived image (p = .04) and compatibility (p = .04).
Once phase one was analyzed, a qualitative case study was carried out to provide further
explanations of characteristics found to significantly impact the participants’ perceptions about
the use of tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes. Furthermore, this phase
aimed to explore difficulties hindering the adoption of tablet devices for teaching purposes as
well as the roles of school administration in adopting tablet devices.
In this phase six participants were selected purposefully based on their age, years of
teaching experience, specialty in teaching students with disabilities, and school level at which

ii
they taught. A semi-structured interview method was used to collect data. The collected data
were analyzed using a coding approach. The results from the data analysis showed that
participants’ years of teaching experience and school level were critical, if not vital, when it
came to the use of tablet devices as an assistive technology tool in special education classrooms.
These results also supported the findings that emerged in phase one.
The results from the follow-up interviews showed that four major obstacles hindered the
adoption of tablet devices in the Saudi special education system. These obstacles are lack of
training, class management, shortage of tablet applications in Arabic, and the process being time
consuming. Also the results indicated that school leadership did not support the use of tablet
devices for teaching purposes due to lack of awareness and funding. Discussions, implications,
limitations of this study as well as recommendations for future research are discussed in depth in
Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

The purpose of this case study was to identify male special education teachers’
perceptions toward using tablet devices for teaching purposes in Saudi Arabia. This chapter starts
with an introduction of the research problem. The introduction is followed by statement of the
purpose and a brief history of special education in Saudi Arabia. The significance of the study
and research questions are presented, followed by a brief discussion of the theoretical framework
for the study. The chapter concludes with a presentation of the assumptions for the study,
delimitations and limitations, definition of terms, and finally, a summary of the chapter.
Introduction to Research Problem
Technology brings great potential for educational benefits for students with learning
disabilities. Many stakeholders and special education educators have emphasized that technology
can support the learning needs of students with disabilities. For example, Judy Heumann, the
former assistant secretary of the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Special Education
Programs has stated, “For most of us, technology makes things easier. For a person with
disabilities, it makes things possible” (Edyburn, 2005, p. xiii). Use of technology for students
with disabilities can provide significant benefits to minimize problems or learning challenges
they may face. Technology may not entirely solve students’ problems, but it can provide
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assistance pertinent to their needs (Bouck, 2010). Technology for students with disabilities
generally is known as assistive technology. According to the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act of 2004, assistive technology is defined as “any item, piece of equipment, or
product system, whether acquired commercially off the shelf, modified, or customized, that is
used to increase, maintain, or improve functional capabilities of individuals with disabilities”
(U.S. Congress, 1988).
From a historical perspective, the development of technology research in special
education has witnessed two stages. The first stage started in the mid-1970s when computer
technology became available in schools (Bahr & Rieth, 1989; Jeffs, Morrison, Messenheimer,
Rizza & Banister, 2003; Woodward & Rieth, 1997). During that time, computer technology for
students with learning disabilities was used primarily to provide instruction commonly known as
computer-assisted instruction (CAI); (Jeffs et al., 2003; Woodward & Rieth, 1997). However, the
lack of research in special education technology was a major obstacle standing in the way of
research development related to use of technology in special education. This problem resulted in
shifting the general research interest to examine the impact of computer technology on all
students attending public schools (Woodward & Rieth, 1997).
The number of published studies on the topic was limited prior to 1980 and then
considerably accelerated, starting from 1985, due to the intensive support and funding received
from the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Special Education (Woodward & Rieth,
1997). The funding programs were established as a form of scientific grants to encourage
researchers to explore a wide range of issues regarding the use of computer technology for
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students with disabilities (Woodward & Rieth, 1997). Since 1986, the programs have been able
to provide more than $35 million for research and development projects geared, in particular,
toward the advancement of the quality, availability, and effectiveness of computer technology
use in special education (Okolo, Cavalier, Ferretti, & MacArthur, 1995). As a result of the
funding programs, many experimental, observational, and phenomenal studies have been
conducted to examine the potential effects of computer technology on students’ achievement
within a diverse range of curricula and disabilities (Woodward & Rieth, 1997).
The second stage came when technology use in the education field grew due to the
introduction of high-tech devices, such as mobile technology, smartphones, tablet devices, and so
on (Franklin, 2011). Special education also benefited from these innovations. Such development
also encouraged researchers and scholars in the field of instructional technology to conduct
studies investigating the uses of mobile technology in the field of special education (Franklin,
2011; Melhuish & Falloon, 2010). Moreover, scholars have argued that the introduction of
mobile technology to the special education environment has tremendously revolutionized the
learning processes for students with disabilities (Johnson, 2013; Melhuish & Falloon, 2010;
Shah, 2011). In addition, McNaughton and Light (2013) noted that the evolution of mobile
technology, specifically tablet devices and their applications has opened a new avenue for special
education teachers to facilitate the learning processes for their students beyond the boundaries of
traditional teaching experiences.
Tablet devices and their applications were not exclusively made to be an assistive
technology tool for learning disabilities, but educators found a way to integrate them into special
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education settings (Shah, 2011). Early research studies on the uses of mobile technology for
learning disabilities have resulted in the argument that tablet devices are perceived as a
fundamental technological tool in the special education classroom because of the tremendous
instructional implications, including the benefits they can offer to students with learning
disabilities (Johnson, 2013; McClanahan, Williams, Kennedy & Tate, 2012; Shah, 2011). The
sophisticated features of tablet devices (e.g., storage capability, physical size, mobility,
applications, and internet connectivity) make them an ideal technological tool for classroom
instruction. However, the most important advantage of tablet devices is the abundance of
applications across different platforms. This abundance makes the tablet devices more inclusive
in terms of providing a variety of curricular and instruction scenarios (Melhuish & Falloon,
2010; Shah, 2011). Moreover, Shah (2011) notes that special education teachers can take
advantage of available applications and use them to provide instructional interventions in
supporting a specific learning disability. Recent literature shows that tablet devices and their
applications have great potential for supporting the learning needs of students with disabilities
(Fernández-López et al., 2013; Kagohara et al., 2013; Retter, Anderson & Kieran 2013).
Specialists and experts in the area of special education in Saudi Arabia know that they are
not isolated or starting from scratch. They have been implementing various types of technologies
in special education programs (Rana, Fakrudeen, Miraz, Yousef & Torqi, 2011), and they
acknowledge that assistive technology can provide instructional solutions to improve the
learning of students with disabilities (Alfaraj & Kuyini, 2014). However, the main issue is the
lack of information concerning the integration of mobile technology as an assistive technology
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tool in special education programs in public schools in the Saudi Arabian context (Alfaraj &
Kuyini, 2014). Therefore, this case study investigated male special education teachers’
perceptions toward adopting tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes.

Purpose Statement
The use of mobile technology for helping students with disabilities learn in classrooms is
not a new topic in the Western world; however, it is still in its infancy in Saudi Arabia. In the last
few years, the Saudi Ministry of Education and General Directorate of Special Education
(GDSE) has put in place a set of regulations to support the educational system for students with
special needs. This step includes the uses of assistive technology such as computers, hearing and
speech devices, and other technological tools to support individual learning disabilities
(Alquraini, 2010; Rana et al., 2011). To emphasize its responsibility toward special education,
the Ministry of Education has not only issued regulations but has also provided guidelines for
schools to make use of the technologies (Aldabas, 2015; Rana et al., 2011). However, there is
still a lack of information about teachers’ perceptions toward the adoption of tablet devices as an
assistive technology tool (Alfaraj & Kuyini, 2014). For this reason, this case study examined the
perceptions of male special education teachers toward adopting tablet devices and their
applications for teaching purposes in Saudi Arabia.
This case study employed explanatory mixed methods approach. This mixed method
approach consisted of two phases. In the first phase, quantitative, numeric data were collected
from male special education teachers at public schools in the Western Province in Saudi Arabia
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using a survey instrument to explore their perceptions of special education teachers toward
adopting tablet devices. The qualitative phase was conducted as a follow up to the quantitative
results. In this exploratory follow-up, the plan was to explore the teachers’ perceptions and also
factors that might hinder them from adopting tablet devices and their applications in special
education classes.
Overview of Special Education in Saudi Arabia
Prior to the 1950s, the government of Saudi Arabia had not established regulations
concerning educational services for individuals with disabilities; however, the special education
system in Saudi Arabia has progressed in providing valuable educational services for students
with disabilities over the past 50 years (Aldabas, 2015; Alquraini, 2010). The Ministry of
Education has worked with government agencies to ensure students with disabilities receive the
appropriate education and to prepare teachers professionally to help students with disabilities in
their learning processes.
In 1958, the Ministry of Education started, officially, providing special educational
services for blind students who received education at the Al-Noor Institute (Al-Ahmadi, 2009;
Al-Mousa, 1999). Al-Noor Institute is considered to be the first establishment that offered
educational services focused on a single disability. The year 1962 marked a turning point in
Saudi Arabia’s special education system, as the Ministry of Education established the General
Directorate of Special Education (GDSE). The responsibilities of GDSE include planning and
providing educational services and rehabilitation services for students with disabilities,
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developing special education curricula, preparing and training teachers, and setting strategies to
expand services throughout the country (Alquraini, 2010).
In an effort to increase special educational services around the Kingdom, in 1972 the
General Directorate of Special Education founded three institutions and programs in three major
cities: Mecca, Aneeza, and Alhofouf. These institutions targeted students with deafness,
blindness, and mental retardation (Alquraini, 2010). This initial movement led to the opening of
54 special education institutions and programs across the Kingdom between the 1980s and early
1990s (Aldabas, 2015). In the mid-1990s, an important improvement occurred in the special
education services when the Ministry of Education and GDSE officially adopted the idea of
integrating students with disabilities into regular public schools (Aldabas, 2015; Alquraini,
2010). GDSE started implementing special education classrooms within public schools across
the Kingdom to accommodate a wide range of disabilities. However, severe disabilities were
excluded from the implementation program because they required inclusive treatment usually
offered through professional medical institutions (Alquraini, 2010). As a result, GDSE launched
special education classrooms in nearly 746 public schools throughout the country in the late
1990s (Aldabas, 2015). In the last decade, the number of special education programs in public
schools has tremendously increased. According to GDSE (2008), over 2,067 public schools have
special education classrooms throughout the Kingdom. These special education classrooms
provide educational services to over 28,602 students with disabilities, including mild and
moderate mental disabilities and autism. Table 1 shows the total number of existing special
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education programs in public schools and institutions across the Kingdom according to the latest
statistical report issued by GDSE (2008).
Table 1
Distribution of Special Education Institutes and Programs in Public Schools
Type of services
Special education
institutes
Special education
programs in public
schools
Total
(GDSE, 2008)

Quantity

Number of enrolled students
(male and female)

Number of
classrooms

29

2,016

316

2,067

28,602

4,568

2,096

30,618

4,884

Significance of the Study
The rapid advancement in mobile technologies has motivated educators in the field of
special education to adopt these mobile technologies as supportive tools (Johnson, 2013;
McClanahan et al., 2012; Shah, 2011). Recently, the adoption of mobile technologies into the
special education field is considered a growing trend that is reaching societies around the globe,
and it has gained huge popularity among educators, parents, stakeholders, and practitioners.
Recent empirical studies (Flores et al., 2012; Hill & Flores, 2014; Johnson, 2013) show that the
benefits of adopting tablet devices and their applications have been observed across a variety of
special needs (e.g., helping students with autism to improve communication skills, assisting
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students with speech difficulties to improve verbal skills, and helping students with learning
difficulties to improve reading and writing skills).
Despite strong evidence related to the benefits of using tablet devices for supporting
disabled students' learning, the adoption of tablet devices into the special education system in
Saudi Arabia has not been thoroughly investigated (Alfaraj & Kuyini, 2014). Research exploring
special education teachers’ perspectives toward mobile technology in Saudi Arabia is important
for the field of educational technology, especially in undeveloped countries planning to
incorporate such technology into their educational system.
This case study will have the following impacts: 1) add to the literature on educational
technology, 2) suggest future studies on mobile technology integration in special education in the
Saudi Arabian context, 3) help education administrators, instructional designers, and
stakeholders understand special education teachers’ perceptions of mobile technology in teaching
disabilities to determine the best methods for incorporating tablet devices in their teaching, 4)
describe special education teachers’ perceptions regarding adopting tablet devices as new
innovation, and 5) contribute to the ongoing efforts to diffuse tablet devices into the special
education system in Saudi Arabia.
Research Questions
This case study is guided by the following research questions:
Quantitative questions:
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1. What are the perceptions of male special education teachers regarding the adoption of
tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes?
2. To what extent are the perceptions of male special education teachers related to their
age, academic qualifications, school level, and years of experience?
Qualitative questions:
3. Why are particular characteristics of special educators related to the participants’
perceptions?
4. What are barriers that hinder male special education teachers from using tablet
devices and their applications for teaching purposes?
5. What are the perceptions of male special education teachers toward the role of the
school administration regarding the use of tablet devices and their applications?
Theoretical Framework
This case study investigated special education teachers’ perceptions of adopting tablet
devices and their applications for teaching purposes in Saudi Arabia. The overarching theoretical
framework guiding the quantitative phase is diffusion of innovation theory by Rogers (2003).
Rogers’s diffusion of innovation theory is the most commonly used theory in adoption of
innovation studies across a wide range of disciplines, including sociology, marketing,
economics, technology, and education (Agarwal & Prasad, 1997; Sahin, 2006) because of its
comprehensive structure and strength in exploring individuals’ perceptions of adopting
innovations in a certain society (Sahin, 2006; Straub, 2009). Rogers proposed five characteristics
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of innovations to explain individuals’ perceptions toward innovations, whether they are existing
or new. These five characteristics include relative advantage, compatibility, complexity,
trialability, and observability. Figure 1 illustrates Rogers’s five characteristics of innovations.

Relative
advantage

Observability

Compatibility
Individual's’
perceptions toward
innovations

Trialability

Figure 1:

Complexity

Rogers’s (2003) five characteristics of innovations.

Diffusion of innovation theory is applicable to the context of this study since the study’s
major objective is to examine the perceptions of special education teachers regarding the use of
tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes. Chapter 2 provides a detailed
discussion related to Rogers’s (2003) diffusion of innovation theory.
Assumptions
The following assumptions were determined in relation to the study:
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1. Participants will understand the survey questions and respond to the questions with
honesty and without bias.
2. Participants in the study are representative of the population of special education
teachers in Saudi Arabia.
3. The results that emerge from the survey instrument will be reliable and valid.
Delimitations and Limitations
The delimitations and limitations of the study include the following:
1. The study was constrained to special education teachers and cannot be generalized to
the Saudi Arabian population.
2. The study focused only on male teachers and did not consider gender as a variable
since the educational system in Saudi Arabia is segregated and the researcher might
face difficulties accessing female teachers.
3. A great number of special education teachers were not fluent in English because they
obtained their degrees from Saudi Arabian universities where courses were taught in
Arabic. For this reason, the researcher translated the original instrument that was
developed by Moore and Benbasat (1991) into Arabic so the special education
teachers could understand and respond to all of the questions. The researcher applied
the necessary procedures to ensure the content validity and reliability of the Arabic
version. However, the translation might deliver different concepts than the original
intended to address. Also, the translation may affect the meaning of the questions.
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4. The study was limited if the participants provided dishonest responses.

Definitions
The terms defined below are specific to this study:
Assistive technology - “A item, piece of equipment, or product system, whether acquired
commercially off the shelf, modified, or customized, that is used to increase, maintain, or
improve functional capabilities of individuals with disabilities” (Individual with Disabilities Act,
2004, p.126).
Compatibility - “The degree to which an innovation is perceived as being consistent with
existing value, past experiences and needs of potential adaptors” (Rogers, 2003, p. 223).
Diffusion of innovation - “The process in which an innovation is communicated through certain
channels over time among the members of a social system” (Rogers, 2003, p. 5).
Ease of use - "The degree to which an individual believes that using a particular system would be
free of physical and mental effort" (Davis, 1993, p. 477).
Image - “The degree to which use of an innovation is perceived to enhance one’s image or status
in one’s social system” (Moore & Benbasat, 1991, p. 175).
Relative advantage - “The degree to which an innovation is perceived as being better than the
idea it supersedes” (Rogers, 2003, p. 221).
Result demonstrability - The tangibility of the results of using an innovation, including
observability and communicability (Moore & Benbasat, 1991).
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Tablet device vs. smartphone – A tablet device is a wireless portable computer with a large
screen that uses a touch screen feature that allows users to interact with its applications using
their fingers (Hu & Garimella, 2014; Watts, Brennan & Phelps, 2012). iPad, Samsung Galaxy
Tab, and Microsoft Surface are examples of tablet devices. Smartphone is also consider a
wireless portable computer, but, it differs from a tablet device in terms of instructional purposes.
Tablet devices have the ability to run complex educational applications more than ordinary
smartphones.
Trialability - “The degree to which an innovation may be experimented with on a limited basis”
(Rogers, 2003, p. 231).
Visibility construct - The degree to which individuals can see that an innovation is being utilized
within a specific organization (Benham & Raymond, 1996)
Voluntariness - “The degree to which use of innovation is perceived as being voluntary or of free
will” (Moore & Benbasat, 1991, p. 175).
Chapter Summary
This chapter presented the purpose of the study, which is exploring male special
education teachers’ perceptions of adopting tablet devices to support learning processes for
students with disabilities. This case study employed an explanatory sequential mixed methods
design, which consists of two phases. The initial phase, quantitative, employed Rogers’s five
characteristics of innovation to explore the perceptions of special education teachers’ regarding
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the use of tablet devices for instructional purpose. The second phase, qualitative, was designed
based on phase one findings to provide further explanation regarding their perceptions.

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
A literature review was conducted to examine areas related to the context of this study.
The chapter starts with a discussion of special education technology followed by a presentation
of how tablet devices have become vital assistive technology. Third, the researcher provides a
synthesis of the existing research regarding teachers’ perceptions regarding the use of tablet
device in the special education classroom. In addition, the researcher discusses the impact of
teachers’ characteristics on technology adoption. The roles of school leadership regarding
technology adoption are discussed. Finally, the chapter concludes with a discussion of the
diffusion of innovation theory that guided this study.
Special Education Technology
Technological tools play a major role in special education classrooms because the tools
have the potential for providing effective instructional treatments based on students’ learning
needs. In special education, these tools are known as assistive technology (AT), which is defined
as “any item, piece of equipment, or product system, whether acquired commercially off the
shelf, modified, or customized, that is used to increase, maintain, or improve functional
capabilities of individuals with disabilities” (Individual with Disabilities Act, 2004, p.126).
According to Bryant and Bryant (2011), the IDEA definition of AT consists of three major
concepts: what it is, how it is made, and how it is used. The first concept refers to the item itself,
and it can be either an electronic device or a product system – for example, computer
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software that converts the spoken language to text format. The second concept refers to whether
the AT is purchased off the shelf or is customized targeting specific disability. Modified AT
devices include a wide range of devices, for example communication boards with embedded
pictures or computerized speech devices that serve as augmentative communication systems and
are usually modified based on students’ needs (Bryant & Bryant, 2011). The third concept refers
to the purposes of the AT as it relates to the user’s disability. The goal of using AT with
individuals with disabilities is to improve an individual’s performance or to maintain the
individual’s function at its current level.
The definition of assistive technology covers a wide range of AT tools. To help classify
all kinds of AT tools, scholars and experts in the field of special education technology have put
forth enormous efforts to organize all AT available by categorizing them in a continuum that
starts from low-tech to high-tech (Dell, Newton, & Petroff, 2008, York & Fabrikant, 2011).
The continuum starts with low-tech devices. These devices are typically used with no
electronic components, batteries, electricity, or other power sources to operate the device. These
tools are fairly affordable (York & Fabrikant, 2011). Low-tech devices can be basic tools such as
flash cards, communication boards with pictures, or pencil grips. The second category, the midtech devices, are digital in nature but are much less complex and require less training than hightech devices (Dell, Newton, & Petroff, 2008). Calculators, audio books, electric dictionaries and
digital recorders are examples of mid-tech devices. The third category in the assistive technology
continuum is high-tech devices. High-tech devices are most likely to have highly sophisticated
functions based on computer technologies. A tablet device is an example of a high-tech AT
device. Table 2 shows some examples of AT tools for each level.
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Table 2
Assistive Technology Continuum
Low-tech
•
•

Mid-tech

Pencil grips
Pens, pencils, crayon
makers with extrawide shafts

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

High-tech

Digital recorder
Calculator
Electronic dictionary
Portable note-taker
Audio book
MP3 player
Inexpensive
augmentative
communication device

• Reading guide
• Sticky notes
• Paper holder
• Flash cards
• Raised-line paper
• Grid paper
Adopted from Dell, Newton & Petroff (2008)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Desktop computer
Laptop computer
Tablet devices
Mobile devices
Software
Smartphones
Augmentative
communication
devices

Dedicated AT tools refer to devices or software that are made exclusively to assist
individuals with a specific disability (Quist & Lloyd, 1997; Scherer, 1996). Dynavox, a speech
device designed specifically to aid individuals with communication disorder, is an example of
dedicated AT devices. On the other hand, non-dedicated AT devices are normal devices that are
built for other purposes; however, these devices have beneficial functions for individuals with
disabilities. According to Quist and Lloyd (1997), a non-dedicated device is considered AT if it
has features that could aid an individual with a disability. Mobile technology, smartboards, tablet
devices, and computers are some examples of non-dedicated devices.
Tablet Device as Assistive Technology Device
Recent literature indicates that tablet devices and their corresponding applications have
become the most popular AT tool in the area of special education (Johnson, 2013; McNaughton
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& Light, 2013). This popularity is most likely due to its sophisticated features such as the touch
screen, portability, Wi-Fi connectivity, processor speed, storage capacity, accessibility features,
and applications (Watts, Brennan & Phelps, 2012). This high level of sophistication makes
tablets unique AT tools for special education classrooms (McNaughton & Light, 2013; Shah,
2011). Touch screen function provides countless advantages for students with disabilities. They
can interact with a tablet device easily and more effectively than with traditional computers.
Students with motor skills disorders can benefit from these touch screen functions.
Moreover, tablet device applications can offer instructional interventions for students
with disabilities depending on their learning needs. The abundance of available tablet
applications across multiple platforms (Apple, Android etc.) has encouraged researchers to
examine applications’ capacity for improving students’ learning across a wide range of
disabilities. In the literature, a number of scholars have studied the potential of tablet applications
as an instructional tool for students with disabilities who need certain types of learning
development (Ganz et al., 2014; Hutchison et al., 2012; Vandermeer et al., 2013).
Kagohara et al. (2013) examined the use of an iPad for teaching academic skills. The
authors employed an iPad to provide instructional videos to two children with Asperger’s
syndrome and Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). The two students (ages 10 and
12) participated in the iPad intervention. The intervention took place in a special education
classroom. The main objective of the iPad intervention was to teach the participants how to use
the spell-check feature in a word processor on their computer. The intervention procedures were
as follows: 1) the participants were given five words and were then asked to type them on the
word processor and 2) no hints or prompts were given. The result of the baseline test showed that
both participants performed less than 40% of the task-analyzed steps. When the iPad intervention
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started, the participants viewed iPads loaded with instructional videos on how to use the spell
check function. They then received a new set of words to type into the word processor. After the
iPad intervention, the participants’ performance with using the spell-check function significantly
increased. They reached the 76-100% correct level on the task analysis and became more
successful in using the spell-check function in the word processor program.
In a different study, Retter, Anderson, and Kieran (2013) conducted action research to
measure the effectiveness of iPad reading applications for improving students’ reading
comprehension, reading fluency, and vocabulary. The participants in this study included 13 (11
males and 2 females) high school students who had reading disabilities. The researchers
employed an action research approach to study whether iPad reading applications have a positive
impact on students’ reading skills. Before the iPad reading application intervention took place,
the authors tested the participants’ reading comprehension based on a standardized test called the
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test. Later the participants were assigned to use a combination of
reading applications for 30 minutes a day for 12 weeks. After the participants underwent the
iPad intervention, the researchers measured the participants’ reading comprehension based on the
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test to see if the iPad intervention had a positive impact on the
participants’ reading comprehension skills. The authors conducted a statistical comparison to
measure students’ performance with and without the use of an iPad. The statistical results
showed a significant gain in reading comprehension and vocabulary with iPad reading
applications.
In another study related to the use of tablet devices with students with disabilities for
instructional purpose, Fernández-López et al. (2013) examined the effectiveness of mobile
learning technology, particularly iOS devices, iPads, and iPods, for supporting students who
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have specific developmental needs. After analyzing the needs of teachers and students, a mobile
application called Picca was designed and developed. Picca consists of four educational
activities: exploration, association, puzzle, and sorting. Pre-tests and post-tests were employed to
measure the effectiveness of Picca in regard to students’ achievements in language, math, social
autonomy, and environmental awareness. In addition, the authors incorporated an observational
method to observe students’ interactions with mobile applications inside the classroom. Thirtynine students with special needs participated in the study. The findings of the pre-test and posttest revealed that students' achievements were increased across the five skills. The most
increased skills were environmental awareness, by 7.59% on average. On the other hand, the
social skills were the least increased skills, by only 4.23% on average. The authors concluded
that mobile technologies and multimedia have the ability to increase students’ motivation,
interaction, and engagement within a learning environment. Furthermore, they can help to
develop various types of skills such as basic literacy, math, and social communication. The most
beneficial aspect of mobile devices and their applications is the suitability for all kinds of
learning disabilities.
Based on the studies presented in this literature review, it is evident that tablets and their
applications have a significant role as an instructional tool for facilitating learning processes.
Furthermore, this type of AT offers teachers a more reliable technological dimension for
improving teaching approaches. The following section discusses special education teachers’
perspectives toward the use of tablet devices for learning disabilities.
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Teachers’ Perceptions Toward Technology
Over the last two decades, the field of special education technology has witnessed a
remarkable advancement (Woodward & Rieth, 1997), which has resulted in a wide range of AT
devices becoming available to aid students with disabilities in their learning. However,
integrating these technologies into the classroom cannot be achieved unless teachers have
positive attitudes toward the application of these technologies and are aware of their positive
impacts in facilitating classroom instruction (Calderhead, 1996; Rozell & Gardner, 1999; Zhao
& Cziko, 2001). Based on that, it is an indubitable fact that the perceptions of teachers toward
the use of technology need to be investigated for their importance. Therefore, it is essential for
educators and professionals to address teachers’ perceptions sufficiently to have effective
technology integration (Chen, Looi & Chen, 2009).
Special Education Teachers’ Perceptions Toward Tablet Devices
A number of studies have explored special education teachers’ attitudes concerning the
use of mobile technology in the special education classroom. For example, Johnson (2013)
explored the perceptions and practices of special education teachers and teacher assistants
regarding the use of tablet computers with students with disabilities. The findings revealed that
the teachers and assistants were extremely positive about the advantages of tablet computers for
students with disabilities in general and for students with autism in particular. The teachers and
assistants asserted that the tablet devices, namely iPads, have a strong influence on increasing
students’ engagement because they provide innovative and creative learning environments that
attract students' attention and keep them engaged during learning activities. Johnson’s (2013)
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finding correlates with the findings from Watts, Brennan and Phelps’s (2012) study. Both studies
confirm that teachers perceived tablet devices as ideal educational tools for the special education
environment because of their high-level features that can accommodate all kinds of disabilities.
Mohd Yusof, Daniel, Low and AB. Aziz (2014) conducted a qualitative study to explore
special education teachers’ perceptions regarding the use of mobile technology in special
education classrooms in Malaysia. The findings revealed that special education teachers have
positive attitudes toward integrating mobile technology into classroom instruction. The teachers
emphasized that mobile technology has multiple advantages inside the classroom. They
expressed that mobile applications have the potential to provide individualized learning
situations based on students’ learning needs. However, the teachers mentioned that limited
resources and support might affect the integration of mobile technology into the special
education classrooms.
All of the studies presented above concluded that the perceptions of special education
teachers have a significant influence on the adoption of tablet devices in the special education
classroom. Moreover, all of the studies emphasized the importance of exploring teachers’
perspectives before technology integration takes place.
Despite the extensive efforts to implement technology into the Saudi special education
context, a review of the recent literature indicates a major lack of research on technology
adoption in this area. Only one empirical study has been found regarding technology adoption.
Alfaraj and Kuyini (2014) conducted a study to investigate the type of technological innovations
used in a school for children with Down syndrome in Saudi Arabia as well as the perceptions of
the special education teachers regarding the benefits of adopting assistive technology to improve
the children’s learning. The participants in the study were 20 special education teachers from two
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different schools located in the capital city of Riyadh. The results revealed that the sampled
schools differed in terms of the type of technologies being used. The most preferred technologies
among the teachers were computers, tablet devices, and projectors, and many teachers agreed
that the use of technologies to support students with disabilities was beneficial to their learning.
However, three challenges were identified in both schools. These challenges included the lack of
resources, lack of software in the Arabic language, and lack of proper training for the teachers in
the use of technologies for students with special needs. Alfaraj and Kuyini (2014) called for
future research to investigate teachers’ perceptions of technology adoption in special education
settings. In addition, Alfaraj and Kuyini emphasized that any further study should be executed
with a larger population for the sake of in-depth understanding. Therefore, the current study
explored special education teachers’ perceptions toward the use of tablet devices for teaching
purposes in Saudi Arabia. The findings of this study will help educators and stakeholders
identify the perspectives of teachers regarding this technology and the feasibility of its
integration. The following section discusses the relationship between teachers’ characteristics
and technology adoption.
Teachers’ Characteristics and Technology Adoption
As mentioned earlier, one of goal of this study is to look at whether male special
education teachers’ characteristics of age, years of experience, educational background, and
grade level being taught relate to their the perceptions toward the use of tablet devices inside the
special education classroom. Within the literature, several studies have looked at the impact of
teachers’ characteristics on technology adoption. For example, Baek, Jung and Kim (2008)
studied factors that affect teachers’ usage of technology inside classrooms within a Korean
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context. Their study found that teachers’ years of teaching experience was critical on teachers’
usage of technology. They concluded that teachers with rich years of experience are more likely
not to embrace technology due to their low skills in integrating technologies from pedagogical
aspects as well as technology skills. Other studies have also confirmed that years of teaching
experience influence teachers’ adoption of technology (Gorder, 2008; Russell, O'Dwyer, Bebell
& Tao, 2007; Summak, Baglibel & Samancioglu, 2010).
With regard to teachers’ age, the review of the literature resulted in argument concerning
the impact of teachers' age on technology adoption. Several studies claimed that teachers' age has
not significant effect on teachers’ willingness to use technology in classroom (Buabeng-Andoh,
2012; Gorder, 2008;), whereas other studies found age to be a critical factor. For example, Inan
and Lowther (2010) studied factors impacting technology integration in K-12 schools. The
results showed that younger teachers are more willing to adopt technology than older teachers.
That might be linked to other factors including low technology competencies among older
teachers.
School level being taught is an additional characteristic that can influence teachers’
adoption of technology. Technology integration can be different based on grade level taught as
well as the nature of curriculum. Several studies have examined the role of school level being
taught in the technology integration adoption processes. For example, Gorder (2008) conducted a
quantitative study to explore teachers’ perceptions of technology integration in the classroom as
well as the relationship between teachers’ characteristics and technology use. The study results
showed significant differences regarding technology use and integration based on school level
being taught, which could be attributed to the nature of subject area or the nature of curriculum.
Similarly, Blankenship (1998) found that use of computers inside the classroom could be
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different by grade level. However, no study was found that addressed the effect of school level
being taught on the tablet device integration in special education classrooms within the Saudi
Arabian context.
Based on the review of the literature, it is evident that teachers’ characteristics could have
major effect on technology adoption within the school environment. Therefore, this study aimed
to identify the impact of Saudi male special education teachers’ characteristics of age, years of
experience, educational background, and grade level being taught on the use of tablet devices
and their applications for instructional purposes.
Role of School Leadership in Technology Adoption
The process of technology adoption in the school environment is not depending only on
teachers' involvement or type of technology but also it includes the participation of school
leadership (Redish & Chan, 2007). Sergiovanni (2006) asserted that both participation and
encouragement are the keys to reach effective technology integration in the K-12 environment.
Similarly, Wilmore and Betz (2000) mentioned “Information Technology will only be
successfully implemented in schools if the principal actively supports it, learns as well, provides
adequate professional development and supports his/her staff in the process of change” (p. 15).
Furthermore several studies found that high-quality school leadership influenced teachers to use
technology inside the classroom (Anderson & Dexter, 2005; Baylor & Ritchie, 2002; Chang,
2012).
Based on that, it is clear that school leadership has great power in the technology
adoption process including creating technology integration plans, providing technological
recourses, and delivering proper training for teachers. However, the review of the literature
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yielded that no studies found that addressed the role of Saudi school leadership in the adoption of
tablet devices and their applications in the special education system in Saudi Arabia. Therefore,
one of the goals of this case study is to examine Saudi the role of school leadership regarding
tablet devices adoption from male special education teachers’ perceptive.
Diffusion of Innovation Theory
The history of the diffusion of innovation started in the 1940s when Ryan and Gross
studied the adoption of hybrid seed technology in two farm societies (Richardson, 2009). In the
1950s, Rogers expanded Ryan and Gross’s work and proposed the diffusion of innovation
theory, which was developed and revised during his lifetime (Sahin, 2006). Rogers’s diffusion of
innovation theory is the most commonly used and tested theory in adoption of innovations
studies across a wide range of disciplines, including sociology, marketing, economics,
technology, and education (Agarwal & Prasad, 1997). Many researchers who study diffusion of
innovation use Rogers’s theory because of its comprehensive structure and strength in exploring
the factors that influence adoption of innovations among individuals in a certain society
(Agarwal & Prasad, 1997; Straub, 2009).
Rogers (2003) defines diffusion of innovation as “the process in which an innovation is
communicated through certain channels over time among the members of a social system” (p. 5).
No matter how long an idea has been around or when the object was invented, if it is new to an
individual, then it is considered an innovation. Based on Rogers’s definition, four essential
components have been identified:
•

The first component is the innovation, which is defined as “an idea, practice, or object
that is perceived as new by individuals or other units of adoption” (p. 11).
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•

The second component is the communication, which means distributing information
through communication channels among individuals to reach a full understanding of
an innovation.

•

The third component is the time involved in diffusion, including innovation-diffusion
processes, innovativeness, and the innovation’s rate of adoption.

•

The last component is the social system, which is defined as “a set of interrelated
units engaged in joint problem solving to accomplish a common goal” (p. 23).
Innovation-Decision Process

Rogers (2003) proposed a comprehensive theoretical framework for the innovationdecision process. The theoretical framework consists of five stages an individual goes through:
1) gaining adequate knowledge of an innovation, 2) developing an attitude, 3) drawing a
conclusion to adopt or reject, 4) application of the innovation, and 5) conformation of the
decision.
The first stage, knowledge, is when an individual gains awareness of an innovation’s
existence. In this stage, an individual seeks information to learn what the innovation is as well as
how and why it works. According to Rogers (2003), awareness of innovation is influenced by
personal characteristics, socioeconomic factors, and communication behavior. The second stage,
persuasion, ensues after an individual acquires adequate knowledge about the innovation. Within
the persuasion stage, an individual forms favorable or unfavorable opinions toward the
innovation based on the perceived characteristics of the innovation (advantage, compatibility,
complexity, trialability, and observability). Rogers stated that the perceived characteristics of the
innovation play a main role in forming an individual’s willingness toward innovation adoption.
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The third stage, decision, succeeds when an individual becomes involved in activities that
lead to a decision to either adopt or reject the innovation. The fourth stage, implementation,
happens when an individual takes actions to put the innovation to use. Last, the fifth stage,
confirmation, occurs when an individual seeks reinforcement for the decision already made
(Rogers, 2003). It is not necessary that the individual adopt the innovation immediately;
conflicting messages about the innovation may lead an individual to reverse his or her decision.
Change agents have a significant role in the confirmation stage. In other words, change agents
must offer reinforcement messages to the individual in the confirmation stage to ensure a reverse
decision will not occur (Rogers, 2003). Figure 2 shows the innovation-decision process proposed
by Rogers (2003).

Figure 2:

Rogers’s (2003) innovation-decision process.
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Perceived Characteristics of the Innovation
This section will explain the role of the five perceived characteristics of innovations
corresponding to the persuasion stage of the innovation-decision process.
Rogers (2003) proposed five attributes of innovation based on the concept that an
individual will adopt an innovation if he/she perceives the innovation has the following
characteristics: relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability, and observability.
According to Rogers, these five attributes explain between 49 and 87 % of the variance in the
rate of adoption of innovations. Each attribute is interconnected with others, but each is
theoretically different.
The first attribute is relative advantage, based on Rogers’s notion that when individuals
perceive the advantage of innovation to be a better alternative than other innovations that will
add value to them personally and the society generally, they will readily adopt it. A number of
diffusion studies have reported that the relative advantage construct was found to be one of the
most significant predictors of innovation adoption as it is perceived by individuals and that it is
also positively correlated to the rate of adoption of innovations (Moore and Benbasat, 1991;
Kendall et al., 2001; Richardson, 2009). In the context of educational technology adoption,
Kebritchi (2010) and Jwaifell and Gasaymeh (2013) asserted that relative advantage is an
important determinant of willingness to adopt educational innovations among teachers because
when teachers perceived the innovation to be advantageous and to have the potential to improve
instructional approaches, they will easily adopt it.
The second attribute, complexity, refers to the perception of how difficult it is to
understand an innovation (Rogers, 2003). In other words, innovations that are simple and
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understandable are adopted more rapidly than complicated ones that require the potential
adopters to acquire new skills to understand and become familiar with the innovation. Rogers
claims that the complexity construct negatively correlated with adoption rates could cause
innovation rejection. Several empirical studies confirm that complexity has negative effects on
the rate of adoption of innovations (Kebritchi, 2010; Kendall et al., 2001; Richardson, 2009). For
example, Richardson (2009) conducted a qualitative study to examine the adoption of
information and communication technology (ICT) among teachers in less developed countries.
The findings revealed that the complexity of the ICT was the most discussed attribute compared
to others, particularly among late adopters. This is due to a lack of skills in using ICT, which led
them to perceive it as difficult and hard to understand.
The third attribute of innovation is complexity. An innovation can be categorized based
on complexity, simplicity, and continuum. If innovations are user friendly, understandable, and
clear, individuals will adopt them easily and rapidly, whereas difficult innovations are adopted
more slowly because adopters need to develop new skills to become familiar with innovation
(Rogers, 2003).
The fourth attribute is trialability. The review of the literature confirmed that the
trialability attribute correlates positively with the rate of adoption (Kebritchi, 2010; Richardson,
2009). Rogers (2003) argued that when an individual tries a small portion of innovation at a time,
the chance of adoption will increase. Moreover, trialability helps to reduce the level of
uncertainty for individuals who are willing to adopt an innovation.
The last attribute is observability, which refers to how observable the positive results of
innovation are to others. The observability attribute plays a major role in the adoption process
because the visibility of positive results of the innovation increases the chance of adoption
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(Rogers, 2003). Like the perceived attributes of relative advantage, compatibility, and trialability,
observability is also positively correlated with the rate of adoption.
Chapter Summary
This chapter provided a literature review on the importance of tablet devices as assistive
technology for students with disabilities. In addition, it discussed perceptions toward using tablet
devices and their applications in special education classrooms. The chapter concluded with a
description and justification of the theoretical framework employed in this study. The following
chapter discusses the research design, population and participants, data collection and data
analysis procedures, and timeline of this study.

CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGN

The overarching research methodology used is a case study. This case study was
designed based on the mixed methods notion, which follows the concept of explanatory
sequential design. The main purpose of explanatory sequential design is to utilize qualitative data
to provide more explanations of the initial quantitative results (Creswell, 2002; Creswell & Plano
Clark, 2007). This model consists of two phases of data collection: 1) collecting quantitative
data, which occupies a prioritized position in this model, and 2) gathering qualitative data to
elaborate on the quantitative results, in which the nature of these qualitative data is heavily
dependent on the findings from the statistical analyses of phase one.
In recent years, mixed methods have become widely used in social, behavioral, and
human sciences due to the integration and survey of two types of data systems, namely numbers
and words. The purpose is to provide more grounds for understanding a given research problem
(Creswell, 2002; Ivankova; Creswell & Stick, 2006). Moreover, Caracelli and Greene (1997)
asserted that the advantage of using mixed methods approaches over a single research method
alone is that the former can produce more profound and reliable findings. From a historical
perspective, scholars consider mixed methods approaches a third way of knowing that emerged
in the late 1980s (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Creswell and
Plano Clark (2007) defined mixed method research as “a procedure for collecting, analyzing, and
mixing both quantitative and qualitative methods in a single study or serious study of a research
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problem” (p. 5). Mixed methods designs are fairly new research approaches and have attracted
a larger number of scholars from different disciplines during the last three decades.
According to the Creswell (2002) and Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009), mixing of
quantitative and qualitative methods occurs in two primary ways. The first approach of a mixed
method design is known as a concurrent approach in which the researcher collects both the
quantitative and qualitative in a single phase. The second approach of the mixed method design
is the sequential design in which the researcher gathers quantitative and qualitative data (or vice
versa) in two separate phases and then mixes and interprets the results from both phases
(Creswell, 2002; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).
It is obvious that the study of mobile learning adoption in special education can benefit
from the employment of mixed methods design in many ways, especially since previous studies
investigating the integration of technology in special education have used qualitative design and
quantitative design separately (Alfaraj & Kuyini, 2014; Rana et al., 2011). The case study here
investigated the perceptions of male special education teachers regarding the use of tablet
devices using an explanatory sequential mixed method design. The study involved collecting
qualitative data after a quantitative phase to explore and follow up on the quantitative results in
greater depth. In the first phase, quantitative, numeric data were collected using a survey
instrument to explore the perceptions of special education teachers regarding adopting tablet
devices. Teachers’ perceptions were measured based on eight constructs derived from Rogers
(2003) and Moore and Benbasat (1991). The qualitative phase was conducted as a follow-up to
help explain the quantitative results. In this exploratory follow-up, the plan was to further
explore the teachers’ perceptions.
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Rationale for Using Explanatory Sequential Design
In the Saudi Arabian context, there have been few studies concerning the adoption of
mobile technology for teaching purposes among special education teachers. Perhaps the scarcity
is due to the novelty of this domain in Saudi Arabian education and research. However, the
literature review for this study confirmed that mixed methods design has not been applied to best
understand teachers’ perspective about the adoption of mobile technology. It seems that a
descriptive qualitative research design has so far dominated the scope of research in the Saudi
Arabian context (Alfaraj & Kuyini, 2014; Rana et al. 2011). Thus, research efforts have
registered the absence of mixed methods design, which explains the disappearance of the
explanatory sequential design.
The strengths of explanatory sequential design make it the most widely used mixed
method design because of its straightforward procedure, which makes it easy to implement
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Teddlie &Tashakkori, 2009). Moreover, it is an appealing
method to quantitative researchers because it gives the quantitative phase high priority. In
addition, it is useful to explore the quantitative findings in greater detail. For these reasons, the
primary investigator chose to apply a mixed methods explanatory sequential design. The main
rationale for this option was to address the research gap identified in the literature (previously
stated in Chapter 2) via incorporating both quantitative and qualitative methods.
The following section discusses the design of the quantitative and qualitative phases
separately in great detail followed by the research procedures and timeline.
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Quantitative Phase
Design
In the quantitative phase of this study, a descriptive survey was conducted to explore
male special education teachers’ perceptions regarding the adoption of tablet devices for
instructional purposes. A descriptive survey method is the most common method in educational
research because it helps summarize the characteristics of individuals or groups (Fraenkel
Wallen & Hyun, 2012)
Procedures
The participants of this study were male special education teachers who teach in public
schools (elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools) that offer special education
programs in the Jeddah Public School District in the Western Province in Saudi Arabia. In this
phase (quantitative), convenience sampling approach was applied to seek participants from the
target population. Prior to survey distribution, the researcher contacted the General
Administration of Education of Jeddah in Saudi Arabia and obtained the latest statistical report
(2016) that includes special education programs in public schools as well as the distribution of
male special education teachers across school levels in Jeddah school district (see Table 3). As
results, the total population of this study was 475 male special education teachers. Regarding the
qualitative phase, six participants (n = 6) were identified (who agreed in the survey phase to be
interviewed by the researcher) and purposefully selected to participate in the follow-up
interviews based on the following criteria: age, school level, years of teaching experience and
specialty in teaching students with disabilities.
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Table 3
Number of Programs (and Number of Teachers) in the Population of Male Special Education
Teachers, and Special Education Programs in Jeddah Public School District
in the Western Province
Programs (Number of
teachers)

Level
Middle School

High School

9(49)

9(66)

Cognitive disability

Elementary
school
18(75)

Impairment disability

3(28)

2(14)

2(17)

Hearing disability
Autism
Learning disabilities

5(13)
6(10)
146(172)

3(6)
3(6)
11(11)

2(5)
1(2)
0(0)

Instrumentation
The instrument adopted in this study was based on the original work of Moore and
Benbasat (1991). The researcher obtained permission from the second author to use their
instrument in this study (see Appendix F). Moore and Benbasat (1991) developed an instrument
to measure individuals’ perceptions of the adoption of a technological innovation. Although
Moore and Benbasat’s (1991) study aimed to measure individuals’ perceptions regarding the use
of personal work stations (PWS), they developed comprehensive scales suitable to a wide range
of studies that aim to address the perceptions of individuals toward innovations.
Moore and Benbasat’s (1991) instrument was based on Rogers’s (2003) five attributes of
innovation: relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability, and observability.
However, they modified the observability construct to address its lack of clarity. As a result, they
split observability into two constructs: result demonstrability and visibility. The result of
demonstrability refers to the tangible results of using an innovation (Moore & Benbasat, 1991).
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The visibility construct addresses the degree to which others can see that an innovation is
being used (Benham & Raymond, 1996). To increase the validity and reliability of scores
resulting from the instrument, Moore and Benbasat added two more constructs, which they
identified to be important in innovations adoption based on examining related literature. These
constructs are image and voluntariness of use. As a result, the number of variables went from
five to eight constructs. Table 4 shows Moore and Benbasat’s (1991) modifications to Rogers’s
model.
Table 4
Summary of Moore and Benbasat’s (1991) Modification
Rogers’s attributes of
innovations
1. Relative advantage
2. Compatibility
3. Complexity
4. Trialability
5. Observability (This
construct was split into
visibility and result of
demonstrability)

Moore and Benbasat’s (1991)
modifications
1. Relative advantage
2. Image (added)
3. Compatibility
4. Ease of use
5. Trialability
6. Visibility
7. Result of demonstrability

8. Voluntariness (added)
Moore and Benbasat (1991) developed the instrument through three phases: item
creation, scale development, and instrument testing. The item creation phase served to ensure
content validity. Moore and Benbasat identified a pool of items from existing instruments, and
then they categorized them based on what the items intended to address. This step helped to
eliminate redundant or unclear items. The second phase, scale development, evaluates construct
validity to identify unclear items. In this phase, Moore and Benbasat used a sorting technique

39
whereby each item was sorted and labeled in random order, and then two different groups of
judges were assigned to select the items. As a result, two sets of items were gathered in two
separate subscales of the instrument. The final phase, instrument testing, examines the items via
two pilot tests and two field study tests.
The value coefficient alpha for scores resulting from the first pilot test revealed that two
subscales had poor alpha values; these subscales were compatibility (alpha = .52) and result
demonstrability (alpha = .20). Therefore, Moore and Benbasat (1991) reduced the instrument
items from 81 to 75 and then distributed the instrument to 66 participants for the second pilot
test. Based on the statistical analysis of the second pilot test, 32 items were removed from the
instrument, which reduced the number of items to 43, which was then distributed to 540
participants for the final field study tests. As a result, five items were deleted, leaving a pool of
38 items for the final survey instrument. Table 5 shows the construct and number of items along
with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient.
Table 5
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient of Moore and Benbasat’s (1991) Instrument
Constructs
Voluntariness
Image
Relative advantage
Compatibility
Ease of use
Trialability
Result demonstrability
Visibility

Number
of Items
4
4
8
4
6
5
3
4

Alpha
.87
.80
.92
.83
.80
.71
.77
.73
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Research Instrument of the Study
The survey of this phase is adopted from Moore and Benbasat (1991). Permission to use
the instrument was obtained from the second author (see Appendix F). Out of the 38 original
items, the researcher selected 30 items for the survey and then slightly modified the original
items (see Appendix B) to fit the present study. The degree of modification was minor; the term
“personal workstation” (PWS) in the original survey was replaced with “tablet device and its
applications” in all 30 items. In addition, the word “organization” was switched to “school” in
the following items: 14, 27, 29, and 30. Finally, the word job in items 2,4,6,7, 8,9,12, and 13 was
replaced with “teaching”. This researcher added one item that asked participants whether they
use tablet devices. The total number of items was 31.
The survey of this phase consists of three sections (see Appendix B). Section A included
demographic data (age, teaching experience, education level, school level, and teaching
specialty). Section B asked the participants a set of items related to their perceptions of the use of
tablet devices for teaching purposes. In this section, the participants responded to the items using
five-point Likert response options (strongly disagree = 1, disagree = 2, neutral = 3, agree = 4,
and strongly agree = 5). Section C asked the participants if they were willing to participate in
follow-up interviews. Participates who agreed to be interviewed by the researcher were requested
to provide their personal contact information.
Verification of Reliability
To ensure the validity and reliability of scoring resulting from the modified research
instrument, the researcher assessed the instrument through three stages. In the first stage, the
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University Writing Center at the Northern Illinois University evaluated the modified
instrument, English version, to ensure clarity of items and to check spelling errors as well as
grammatical errors. In the second stage, the researcher formed a review panel of four
professionals in the field (two faculty members and two doctoral students). The review panel
assessed the items of the modified instrument based on its clarity, accuracy of the language, and
representativeness to measuring constructs related to the study. Once the two stages were
accomplished, the researcher translated the modified instrument, English version, to Arabic.
Translation of the Instrument Procedure	
  
The primary language in Saudi Arabia is Arabic; therefore, the researcher translated the
modified instrument into the participants’ native language. However, the accuracy of the
translation may pose threats to the study regarding the participants’ responses to the
questionnaire items. To avoid inaccurate translation, the researcher established a board of two
faculty members from Jubail Industrial College who were fluent in both English and Arabic and
who had doctoral degrees in the instructional technology field. The purpose of the board was to
ensure that questionnaire items were translated accurately and then to compare the items with the
English version to ensure that the translated version covered all of the items accurately. When
this procedure was final, the researcher distributed, electronically, the survey to male special
education teachers (N = 22). Cronbach’s alpha was computed to assess the reliability of the
translated instrument scores. As shown in Table 6, the eight constructs had alpha values range
from .62 to .90. Items analysis was preformed for items pertaining to the voluntariness and ease
of use subscales.
The results from item analysis suggested deleting several items in order to increase the
alpha values of these constructs. However, after consideration, none of items were removed due
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to smaller pilot sample size (N = 22) and the risk of making spurious changes based on the
responses of just a few participants. Thus, the researcher decided to retain all items.
Table 6
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient of Instrument Translated Version
Constructs

Alpha

Voluntariness

Corresponding
Item
1-3

Relative advantage

4-9

.92

Compatibility

10-13

.77

Image

14-16

.73

Ease of use

17-21

.62

Result
demonstrability
Trialability

22-23

.90

24-26

.83

Visibility

27-30

.90

.69

Description of Quantitative Data Analysis
Regarding data analysis, SPSS Version 24 was used to analyze the quantitative data.
Descriptive statistics were used to answer question one: What are the perceptions of special
education teachers regarding the use of tablet devices and their applications for teaching
purposes? For research question two, a multiple regression approach was applied to determine
how special education teachers’ characteristics of (age, academic qualifications, school level and
years of experience) are related to their perceptions. Scores of special education teachers’
perceptions from each of the eight subscales (voluntariness, relative advantages, compatibility,
image, ease of use, result demonstrability, trialability, and visibility) were computed using mean,
and later the total score of each subscale was treated as a dependent variable. The independent

43
variables were special education teachers’ characteristics of age, academic qualifications,
school level and years of experience.
Qualitative Phase Design
The qualitative phase of this study was conducted as a follow-up to the quantitative
results to further explain the male teachers’ perceptions of tablet devices adoption for teaching
purposes in special education classrooms. The rationale for utilizing the qualitative method is
that it can provide a stronger understanding of the research problem than would be possible via
the quantitative method alone (Creswell, 2002). To best serve all possibilities, a qualitative case
study followed the statistical analysis of the quantitative phase.
Case Study Design
Case studies are widely used qualitative methods across a wide spectrum of disciplines,
including education. Merriam (1998) defines a qualitative case study as “an intensive, holistic
description and analysis of a single instance, phenomenon, or social unit” (p. 12). In addition,
Yin (2009) describes the case study method as a significant approach in the process of
investigating “how” and “why” research inquiries (p .9). The reviews of the literature yielded
that case studies are an appropriate approach to seek a better understanding of a single
phenomenon due to three major characteristics (Merriam, 1998). These characteristics include
1. Specificity, which means that the case study focuses only on one particular issue,
situation or phenomenon (Merriam, 1998).
2.

Descriptive, which means that the outcome of the case study offers a rich description
of the research problem being studied (Merriam, 1998).

44
3. Heuristic, which means case study is beneficial to enhance rethinking to validate
readers’ understanding of the phenomena and to expand their knowledge via
exploring new perspectives (Merriam, 1998).
Therefore, this work employed a qualitative case study approach to provide further
explanations of the statistical results related to the male special education teachers’ perceptions
to adopt tablet device technology. In this phase, the primary data collection method was a semistructured interview to collect more in-depth data from the special education teachers who
volunteered to participate in the follow-up interviews. The main purpose of employing semistructured interviews is that this kind of instrument allows more flexibility in obtaining vital
details about the participants’ perceptions and gives the researcher an opportunity to investigate
factors influencing their adoption of mobile technology. According to the literature, semistructured interviews are a useful qualitative data collection method because they allow the
researcher to engage in conversation with participants focusing on specific questions (Merriam,
1998; Yin, 2009). This technique enabled the researcher to obtain data that addressed specific
themes related to the research study. In addition, semi-structured interviews gave the researcher
control over the sequence of interview questions, which gave the researcher the flexibility to
change the order of questions based on the direction of the interview (Merriam, 1998).
In this phase, the interview instrument consisted of ten open-ended questions (see
Appendix G). These questions were designed based on the statistical results that emerged from
phase one to provide more insight on the teachers’ perceptions. In addition, these questions were
aimed to explore factors that hindered special education teachers from using tablet devices in
their instruction.
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Forming interview questions plays a significant role in obtaining valid and reliable data
about the topic being investigated (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2009). One of the research concerns is to
create questions that yield the needed data details, no more/no less, and are usually guided by the
validity and reliability measures. To ensure the validity and reliability of the interview questions,
the researcher formed a review panel of two academics to evaluate the interview questions based
on the following criteria: wording and clarity of the interview questions.
Interview Procedure and Data Collection
This phase used purposeful sampling technique to select six participants based on the
following criteria: age, years of experience, and school level. The reason of applying this criteria
is to obtain different views from selected participants about the impact of teachers’
characteristics toward the use tablet devices for teaching purposes, challenges facing the
adoption of tablet devices for teaching purposes, and school administration roles regarding the
use of tablet devices inside special education classrooms.
In this phase, selecting participants was drawn from a section in the phase one survey
displaying an item that asks the participants if they were willing to be contacted for the semistructured interview. If they selected “Yes,” they completed a section in which they provided
their personal contact information, including name, cellphone number, school in which they are
employed, and email. If participants chose “No,” they did not provide personal contact
information and were excluded from the interviews. As a result, the interviews were conducted
with participants who agreed to be interviewed. The researcher selected six of the volunteering
participants (n = 6) for the interviews phase and arranged interview meeting times based on their
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schedule availability. The interviews took place at their school sites. The interviews were
recorded for further analysis.
Description of Qualitative Data Analysis
In the qualitative phase, data obtained from the interviews were transcribed and analyzed
using Creswell’s (2002) coding strategy. Coding is a popular data analysis method in qualitative
research in which text data are broken into chunks of information, categorized, labeled, and
grouped into themes (Creswell, 2002; Merriam, 1998). Creswell identified six major steps in the
procedures for analyzing and interrupting qualitative data. In this phase the researcher used
Creswell’s (2002) steps:
1. Step one: preliminary analysis of the data. This step consists of reading the obtained
data multiple times and writing short memos to gain general sense of the text data.
2. Step two: separating text into segments of information.
3. Step three: labeling segments’ information with codes.
4. Step four: identifying and eliminating overlap and redundancy across codes.
5. Step five: combining codes into themes.
6. Step six: comparing themes across cases.
Reliability and Validity
Reliability and validity are significant factors in a qualitative case study because of the
assistance they provide for the researcher not only to increase the reliability of the findings but
also to reduce issues such as suggestions of biased view (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2009). To ensure
reliability of the qualitative findings, the researcher established validation procedures using two
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approaches derived from Merriam (1998). The first approach was member checking, in which
the researcher obtained feedback from the participants regarding the reliability of the emerged
themes.
In this study, the researcher was able to reach four participants out of the six being
interviewed. The researcher contacted these four participants via phoning their cellphone
numbers, which were provided in the contact information section in the survey phase. The phone
call lasted between 10 to 15 minutes. During these phone calls, the researcher explained to each
one of the participants the process performed to analyze the interview data and then discussed
whether the emerging themes made sense to them. As a result, the four participants agreed upon
the emerging themes.
The second approach was peer examination, which involves asking a person from outside
the research project to conduct a review of the findings. In this study, the researcher formed a
panel of two doctoral students from the ETRA Department. During the peer examination
process, the researcher discussed the goal of this study, research questions and also the analysis
process applied to the interview data. Later, the researcher provided the coding document to
them in order to ensure that coding results aligned with the themes.
Research Procedure
The proposed case study was conducted in an ethical and responsible manner based on
the requirements of the Institutional Review Board (IRB). The researcher obtained permission
from the General Administration of Education in Jeddah in Saudi Arabia to collect data from the
male special education teachers (see Appendix I). A consent form was utilized to seek
permission from special education teachers to participate in the study. The consent form included
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a section that explains the research purpose and that participation is voluntary. Also, the
consent informed the participants that there would be voluntary follow-up individual interviews.
The consent form was in printed format, which was based on a yes-or-no answer to grant consent
(see Appendix A). Once the IRB was approved and the needed permission was obtained from the
gatekeepers, the researcher visited the General Administration of Education in Jeddah in Saudi
Arabia and then mailed the paper survey to male special education teachers who teach in public
schools (elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools) that offer special education
programs in the Jeddah schools. The researcher administered the survey and data collection.
Later the obtained data from phase one were analyzed and interpreted. Once phase one was
completed, the researcher was able to start the qualitative phase and formed the semi-interview
questions based on phase one results. Later the data collected from the interviews were coded
and analyzed to identify themes. Validity and reliability procedures were applied to ensure that
the results from phase two were reliable. Both sets of data collected for the study were stored in a
hard drive for the sake of confidentiality and security. All the data the researcher collected were
merged for further analysis and discussion of the results. Table 7 illustrates the research
procedures for the study.
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Table 7
Data Collection and Analysis Procedure Timeline
Stage

Date

Instrument (s)
th

Method

Participants

Instrument Arabic
version pilot testing

Nov25 ,
2015

Survey Translated Electronic survey
version
(Qualtrics link)

Stage

Date

Instrument (s)

Survey

March
Survey
16th, 2016

Mailed survey
paper-based to
teachers (N =4
75)

Male special
education teachers (n
= 175)

Quantitative data
analysis
Forming Qualitative
follow-up interview
Conducting
qualitative followup interviews
Member checking

April 9th,
2016
April
15th, 2016
April
20th, 2016

Survey

SPSS

Researcher

Semi-structured
interview
Semi-structured
interview

Researcher

Researcher

Researcher
Audio recording

(n =6) special
education teachers

July 10th,
2016
July 18th,
2016

Semi-structured
interview
Semi-structured
interview

Call conference

(n =6) special
education teachers
Two ETRA doctoral
students

Peer examination

Method

Researcher

Male special
education teachers
(N = 22)
Participants

Chapter Summary
This case study aimed to identify the perceptions of male special education teachers
regarding the adoption of tablet devices as new innovation in Saudi Arabia. This chapter
presented the proposed methodology that guided the study. The researcher used case study
methodology, which was designed based on explanatory sequential mixed methods design. Data
were collected in two sequential phases: the quantitative phase and the qualitative phase. In the
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quantitative phase, a survey instrument was used to measure the special education teachers’ (N
= 175) perceptions about adopting tablet devices for teaching purposes based on eight constructs
derived from Rogers (2003) and Moore and Benbasat (1991). These constructs are voluntariness,
image, relative advantage, compatibility, ease of use, trialability, result demonstrability, and
visibility. Moreover, data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and regression methods.
The qualitative phase focused on exploring the key findings obtained from the
quantitative phase. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with six purposefully selected
male special education teachers to further interpret results from phase one as well as to
investigate obstacles that participants faced concerning the use of tablet devices for educational
purposes. Chapter 4 presents the findings from the two phases.

CHAPTER 4
STUDY FINDINGS

This case study aimed to examine male special education teachers’ perceptions toward
using tablet devices for teaching purposes based on mixed methods sequential explanatory
design. The reason for applying a mixed methods sequential explanatory approach was to
provide increased insight into the research problem being studied. This type of mixed methods
approach involves two forms of data: quantitative and qualitative. In this mixed methods
research model, the quantitative phase is the dominant phase, followed by a qualitative phase,
which is treated as a follow-up analysis to provide further explanation based on phase one results
(Creswell, 2002; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Based on this approach, this study sought to
answer the following research questions:
Quantitative Questions:
1. What are the perceptions of male special education teachers regarding the adoption of
tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes?
2. To what extent are these perceptions related to male special education teachers’ age,
academic qualifications, school level, and year of experience?
Qualitative Questions:
3. Why are particular characteristics of special educators related to participants’
perceptions?
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4. What are barriers that hinder male special education teachers from using tablet
devices and their applications for teaching purposes?
5. What are the perceptions of male special education teachers toward the role of school
administration regarding the use of tablet devices and their applications?
Quantitative Findings
Description of Sample Descriptive Statistics Analysis
Out of 475 paper surveys distributed to male special education teachers who teach in
public schools (elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools) that offer special
education programs in the Jeddah Public School District in the Western Province in Saudi
Arabia, 175 participants completed the survey, with a return response rate of 36.84%. The
descriptive analysis shows that out of 175 completed responses, 20 (11.4%) had missing values.
Demographics
This section presents demographic information about the participants. The demographic
information includes age, years of experience, academic degree attained, school level, and type
of disabilities. A descriptive statistics approach was applied to analyze the demographic
information of the participants. Table 8 presents the distribution of these demographic
characteristics.
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Table 8
Distribution of Selected Demographic Characteristics of Participants
Variable
Age:
20 to 29 years
30 to 39 years
40 to 49 years
50 to 59 years
Valid n

F

%

44
87

25.3
50.0

35
8
175

20.1
4.6
100.0

Years of experience:
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
16 to 20 years
21 to 25 years
25 years and more
Valid n

33
82
30
23
5
2
175

18.9
46.9
17.1
13.1
2.9
1.1
100.0

School level:
Elementry school
Middle school
High school
Valid n

97
42
36
175

55.4
24.0
20.6
100

Education background:
Bachelor
Master
Doctoral
Missing
Valid n
Specialty of Special education teacher:

157
17
0
1
175

89.7
9.7
0.0
0.6
100.0

Autism
Learning difficulties
Cognitve disabilities
Hearing disabilities
Blindness disabilities
Valid n

34
27
62
34
18
175

19.4
15.4
35.4
19.4
10.3
100

91
79
5
175

52.0
45.1
3.0
100.0

Tablet devices uesage:
Yes
No
Missing
Valid n
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Age
Based on Table 8 presented above, n = 87 (87%) male special education teachers were 30
to 39 years of age, n=44 (25.1%) were 20 to 29 years, and n=35 (20%) were 40 to 49 years.
Those age 50 to 59 years constituted the smallest group (n = 8, 4.6%) among the four age
categories.
Years of Experience
The participants also were asked to indicate their years of teaching experience in the field
of special education. The results show that n = 82 (46.9%) of male special education teachers had
taught 6 to 10 years, followed by n = 33 (18.9%) teachers with teaching experience from 1 to 5
years. A total of 30 (17.1%) teachers had experience teaching students with disabilities 11 to 15
years, while n = 23 (13.1%) teachers had teaching experience 16 to 20 years. The results also
reveal that few teachers had more than 21 years of teaching experience. Specifically, n = 5
(2.9%) teachers had experience 21 to 25 years, and n = 2 (1.1%) teachers had more than 25 years
of experience.
Educational Background
Regarding participants’ educational background, n = 157 (89.75%) male special
education teachers held a bachelor’s degree and n = 17 (9.7%) teachers held a master’s degree.
The results also show that there were no teachers with a doctoral degree. The distribution of
teachers across school level (elementary school, middle school and high school) indicates that
the majority n = 97 (55.4%) of male special education teachers were elementary school teachers,

55
followed by n = 42 (24%) middle school teachers, and finally n = 36 (20.6%) high school
teachers.
Specialty in Teaching Students with Disabilities
The questionnaire also asked male special education teachers to specify their specialty in
teaching students with disabilities. The results showed that n = 62 (35.4%) teachers specialized
in teaching students’ with cognitive disabilities, n = 34 (19.4%) participants specialized in
teaching students with autism, n = 34 (19.4%) participants specialized in teaching students with
hearing and speech disabilities, n = 27 (15.4%) teachers specialized in teaching students’ with
learing difficulties, and finally n = 18 (10.3%) teachers specialized in teaching students with
visual disabilities.
Use of Tablet Devices
The demographic section of the questionnaire also asked special education teachers to
report whether they use tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes. The results
showed that n = 91 (52.0%) male special education teachers had used tablet devices and their
applications for teaching purposes, whereas n = 78 (44.6%) teachers had not used them.
Research Question One Findings
This section presents the findings of research question one: “What are the perceptions of
male special education teachers regarding the adoption of tablet devices and their applications
for teaching purposes?” The question assessed male special education teachers’ perceptions
regarding the use of tablet devices for teaching purposes based on eight constructs. These
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constructs (subscales) were voluntariness, relative advantage, compatibility, image, ease of
use, trialability, result demonstrability, and visibility. The teachers responded to 30 items related
to the eight constructs. Their responses were based on five-point Likert items (strongly disagree
= 1, disagree = 2, neutral = 3, agree = 4, and strongly agree = 5). A descriptive statistics
approach (frequencies, percentages, mean, and standard deviation) was used to address the
research question. As mentioned earlier, 20 (11%) cases had missing values. These cases were
excluded from the analysis of descriptive statistics using cases pairwise deletion approach.
Furthermore, Cronbach’s alpha was performed to ensure reliability of scores from the
instrument. The results show that the overall reliability of the survey was 0.85. Table 9 presents
the construct and number of items along with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient.
Table 9
Instrument Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient
Constructs
Voluntariness
Relative advantage
Compatibility
Image
Ease of use
Result demonstrability

Corresponding Items
1-3
4-9
10-13
14-16
17-21
22-23

Alpha
.71
.93
.85
.75
.41
.79

Trialability
Visibility

24-26
27-30

.87
.74

According to Table 9 presented above, the majority of constructs had values of
Cronbach’s alpha that range between .71 and .93 except for one construct, which is ease of use.
The ease of use construct had alpha score = .41. Results from item analysis suggested that
removing one item (item number 20) would increase the alpha to .47 but it is still considered
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low. According George and Mallery (2003), Cronbach’s alpha values below .5 are considered
unacceptable (p. 231). In this study, the low alpha value for ease of use construct could be
attributed to the translation of original items that relate to the ease of use construct. As a result,
participants may have difficulties understanding these items, which might have had an effect on
their responses to the ease of use items. Therefore, the researcher decided to retain all five items.
The following section presents the results of participants’ perceptions overall and for
each of the eight constructs.
The overall perception of the participants was computed by adding items (30 items) that
measured eight constructs (voluntariness, relative advantages, compatibility, image, ease of use,
result demonstrability, trialability, and visibility). As shown in Table 10, the overall mean was M
= 3.4 and the standard deviation was SD =. 47. Based on that, the participants seem to hold
neutral position regarding the use of tablet devices and their applications for instructional
purposes.
Figure 3 presents a histogram of the distribution of participants’ responses on this overall
measure.
Table 10
Descriptive Statistics for Overall Perception of the Participants
Variable

M

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

Participants’ overall
perception

3.4

.47

-.74

4.8
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Figure 3: Distribution for overall perception of the participants.
The participants’ perceptions of the voluntariness of using tablet devices and their
applications were assessed using three items (see Appendix J). A subscale was computed as the
mean of the three item scores from participants regarding voluntariness. The subscale mean score
across participants was M = 3.2 and the standard deviation was SD =. 98. As a result, the
participants hold natural perceptions regarding the voluntariness of using of tablet devices and
their applications. Table 11 presents the descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation,
skewness, and kurtosis) of voluntariness.
Figure 4 presents a histogram of the distribution of participants’ responses on the
voluntariness subscale.
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Table 11
Descriptive Statistics for Voluntariness Subscale
Variable

M

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

Voluntariness sub
scale

3.2

.98

-.28

-.32

Figure: 4 Distribution of voluntariness subscale.
The participants’ perceptions about the relative advantages of tablet devices and their
applications were measured based on six items (see Appendix J). The subscale scores were
computed using mean across six items. As shown in Table 12, the subscale mean across
participants was M = 4.2 and standard deviation was SD = 0.76. Based on this observation, the
participants had positive perceptions toward the relative advantages of using tablet devices and
their applications for instructional purposes. Figure 5 presents a histogram of the distribution of
participants’ responses on the relative advantages subscale.
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Table 12
Descriptive Statistics for Relative Advantages Subscale

Figure 5:

Variable

M

SD

Skewness

Relative advantages sub
scale

4.2

.76 -1.32

Kurtosis
2.84

Distribution of the relative advantages subscale.

The participants’ perceptions concerning the compatibility of tablet devices were
examined based on four items (see Appendix J). A subscale was computed as the mean of the
four item scores from participants regarding compatibility. Table 13 shows the subscale mean
across participants was M = 3.9 and standard deviation was SD = 0.77, which indicates that the
participants had positive perceptions toward the compatibility of using tablet devices and their
applications for teaching purposes. Figure 6 presents a histogram of the distribution of
participants’ responses on the compatibility subscale.
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Table 13
Descriptive Statistics for Compatibility Subscale

Figure 6:

Variable

M

SD

Compatibility sub
scale

3.9 .77

Skewness Kurtosis
-.71

.98

Distribution of compatibility subscale.

The participants’ perceptions of the image construct were measured based on three items
(see Appendix J). The subscale scores were computed using mean across three items. As shown
in Table 14, the subscale mean across participants was M = 3.3 and standard deviation was SD
.95. These results indicate that the participants hold neutral perspectives toward teachers’ image
and status concerning the use of tablet devices and their applications. Figure 7 presents a
histogram of the distribution of participants’ responses on the image subscale.
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Table 14
Descriptive Statistics for Image Subscale
Variable

M

SD

Skewness Kurtosis

Image sub scale

3.3

.95

-.31

-.03

Figure 7: Distribution of image subscale.
The participants’ perceptions about the ease of use of the construct were measured based
on five items (see Appendix J). The subscale scores were computed using mean across five
items. As shown in Table 15, the subscale mean across participants was M = 2.9 and standard
deviation was SD =. 57. Based on these results, participants had neutral perceptions regarding the
ease of use of tablet devices and their applications. As mentioned earlier, the ease of use
construct had low reliability (alpha = .41), which indicates that the five items related to ease of
use construct did not provide a reliable measure of participants’ perceptions of the ease of use of
tablet devices for teaching purposes. Therefore, results pertaining to this variable are tenuous.
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Table 15
Descriptive Statistics for Ease of Use Subscale

Figure 8:

Variable

M

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

Ease of use sub scale

2.9

.57

-.38

4.2

Distribution of ease of use subscale.

The participants’ perceptions regarding the result demonstrability construct were
measured via two items (see Appendix J). The subscale scores were computed using mean across
two items. As shown in Table 16, the subscale mean across participants was M = 3.8 and
standard deviation was SD = 0.88. According to these results, the participants had positive
attitudes concerning the tangible results of using tablet devices and their applications for
teaching purposes. Figure 9 presents a histogram of the distribution of participants’ responses on
the result demonstrability subscale.
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Table 16
Descriptive Statistics for Result Demonstrability Subscale

Figure 9:

Variable

M

SD

Skewness Kurtosis

Result
demonstrability
sub scale

3.8

.80

-.88

1.67

Distribution of result demonstrability subscale.

The participants’ views concerning the trialability construct were measured based on
three items (see Appendix J). The subscale scores were computed using mean across three items.
As shown in Table 17, the subscale mean across participants was M = 2.9 and the standard
deviation was SD = 1.0. Based on these results the participants seem to hold neutral perceptions
regarding trialability of tablet devices and their applications on a regular basis. Figure 10
presents a histogram of the distribution of participants on the trialability subscale.
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Table 17
Descriptive Statistics of Trialability Subscale

Figure 10:

Variable

M

SD

Skewness Kurtosis

Trialability sub scale

2.9

1.0

-.07

-.75

Distribution of trialability subscale.

The participants’ perceptions of the visibility of using tablet devices were tested via four
items (see Appendix J). The subscale scores were computed using mean across four items. As
shown in Table 18, the subscale mean across participants was M = 2.9 and standard deviation
was SD = .88. The participants seem to hold neutral perceptions regarding the visibility of using
tablet devices and their applications in their schools. Figure 11 presents a histogram of the
distribution of participants’ responses on the visibility subscale.
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Table 18
Descriptive Statistics for Visibility Subscale

Figure 11:

Variable

M

SD

Skewness Kurtosis

Visibility sub scale

2.9

.88

-.23

-.02

Distribution of visibility subscale.
Research Question Two Findings

This section presents the results of research question two: To what extent are these
perceptions related to male special education teachers’ characteristics of age, academic
qualifications, school level and years of experience? The goal of this research question was to
assess whether male special education teachers’ characteristics of age, academic qualifications,
school level being taught (elementary school, middle school, and high school), and years of
experience are related to their perceptions regarding the use of tablet devices and their
applications for teaching purposes. To answer this this research question, multiple regression was
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applied to assess the effects of the participants’ characteristics on their perceptions of the use
of tablet devices (voluntariness, relative advantage, compatibility, image, ease of use, trialability,
result demonstrability, and visibility).
Before carrying out multiple regression analysis, the researcher computed subscale scores
for each of the eight construct scores, computed as the mean score for each participant across
subscale items, which then served as the dependent variable in the regression. In addition, a data
screening was conducted to check for outliers. As described earlier, there were 20 cases (11.4%)
with missing values. These cases were excluded from the regression analyses using listwise
deletion. Regarding the existence of outliers, the descriptive statistics indicated that several
variables had outliers. For example, the relative advantage construct had six outliers (97, 36, 24,
128, 114, and 85). These values were retained but noted in the event that residual outliers or
influential values were later evident.
Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Voluntariness
As shown in Table 19, the regression results indicated that the overall regression model
!
did not significantly predict perceived voluntariness, 𝐹 1,61 , 𝑝 =    .15;  𝑅! =. 046  , 𝑅!"#
=

.018. A total of 4.6 % of the variance in voluntariness was explained by the teachers’
characteristics of age, academic qualifications, school level being taught (elementary school,
middle school, and high school), and years of experience.
As shown in Table 20, the regression coefficients showed that one out four teachers’
characteristics, school level being taught (high school), was significantly (𝛽 =. 40, 𝑝 =. 03)
related to the participants’ perceptions toward the voluntariness of using tablet devices. The
results showed that perceived voluntariness significantly related to high school teachers
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compared to other school levels. This result suggested that the direction of the relationship
between school level being taught and perceived voluntariness of using tablet devices for
teaching purposes is positive. However, this effect must be interpreted with caution due to the
non-significance of the overall model. Multiple regression assumptions of normality of residual,
multicollinearity and homoscedasticity were investigated. The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality
showed no significant departure from normality results (p  = 0.132), which indicates that the
residuals did not differ significantly from a normal distribution. Figure 12 shows a histogram of
the residual values.
Table 19
ANOVA of Regression Model for Voluntariness Variable (n = 173)
Model

Sum of
square

df

Mean
square

F

Sig

Regression

7.58

5

1.51

1.61

.15

167
172

.93

Residual
156.4
Total
164
Note. *p < 0.05

Table 20
Summary of Regression Coefficients for the Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Perceived
Voluntariness
Variables
B
𝛽
𝑆𝑖𝑔
Constant
Age
Years of experience
School level
Middle school
High school
Educational background
Note. *p < 0.05

2.85
.15
-0.03

.13
-0.3

.19
.71

.20
.40
-0.15

.08
.16
-.04

.26
.03*
.53
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Figure 12:

Histogram of the residual values for voluntariness subscale.

Regarding homoscedasticity, a scatter plot was generated to check the homoscedasticity
assumption. The scatter plot showed that the residuals were scattered randomly around the
horizontal line at zero. Last, the multicollinearity assumption was investigated. The variance
inflation factor values (VIF) for each of the four predictors was less than 10, and tolerance values
were greater than 0.10, suggesting no evidence of excessive multicollinearity.
Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Compatibility
A multiple regression was applied to examine the effect of special education teachers’
characteristics of age, academic qualifications, school level and years of experience on perceived
compatibility. The regression results revealed that the overall model significantly predicted the
!
perceived compatibility, 𝐹 3,00   𝑝 =    .01;  𝑅! =. 082  , 𝑅!"#
= .055  (see Table 21). A total of

8.2% of the variance in compatibility was explained by the teachers’ characteristics. Table 22
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shows the regression coefficients. Out of the four predictors, only one predictor, year of
experience, significantly (𝛽 = −.19, 𝑝 = 0.04) impacted the participants’ perceptions regarding
the compatibility of using tablet devices. This result suggests that there is a negative direction
between years of experience and perceived compatibility of using tablet devices for teaching
purposes. The three multiple regression assumptions were checked. All three assumptions were
met. Figure 13 shows a histogram of the residual values.
Table 21
ANOVA of Regression Model for Compatibility (n = 173)
Model

df

Mean square

F

Sig

Regression

Sum of
square
8.5

5

1.71

3.00

.01

Residual

95.4

167

.57

Total

103.9

172

Note. *p < 0.05
Table 22

Summary of Regression Coefficients for the Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Perceived
Compatibility
Variables
Constant
Age
Years of experience
School level
Middle school
High school
Educational background
Note. *p < 0.05

𝛽

𝑆𝑖𝑔

4.2
-.05
-.14

-.05
-.19

.59
.04*

.04
.27
-.14

.02
.14
-.05

.73
.06
.46

B

71

Figure 13:

Histogram of the residual values for compatibility subscale.

Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Relative Advantage

A multiple regression was used to assess the influence of special education teachers’
characteristics of age, academic qualifications, school level and years of experience on perceived
relative advantage. As shown in Table 23, the multiple regression outcomes showed that the
overall regression model did not significantly predict perceived relative advantage, 𝐹 1.64 ,
!
𝑝 =    .15;  𝑅! =. 047  , 𝑅!"#
= .018. The regression model revealed that 4.7% of the variance in

perceived relative advantage was explained by the teachers’ characteristics. As shown in Table
24, the regression coefficients indicated that none of the four predictors significantly impacted
the participants’ perceived relative advantage. The multiple regression assumptions were
investigated. The assumptions of multicollinearity and homoscedasticity were satisfied; however,
the assumption of normality of residuals was violated. Figure 14 shows a histogram of the
residual values. To overcome normality problem, a square root transformation method was
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applied to the original subscale by subtracting the constant value form relative advantage
subscale sources (K - sources). Once the dependent variable had been transformed, a follow-up
multiple regression was carried out to assess the normality of the residuals. The results showed
that the residuals were normally distributed; thus, there was a minor positive skewness. The
results also revealed that no significant change was noted on the regression model and regression
coefficients after transformation.
Table 23
ANOVA of Regression Model for Relative Advantage Variable (n = 173)
Model

Sum of
square

df

Mean square

F

Sig

Regression

4.7

5

.94

1.64

.15

Residual

95.7

167

.57

Total

12.4

172

Note. *p < 0.05
Table 24
Summary of Regression Coefficients for the Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Perceived
Relative Advantage
Variables

B

Constant
Age
Years of experience
School level
Middle school
High school

4.3
.04
-.10

Educational background

-.28

Note. *p < 0.05

.10
.20

𝛽

𝑆𝑖𝑔

.05
-.15

.61
.13

.05
.10
.11

.46
.18
.15

73

Figure 14:

Histogram of the residual values for relative advantage sub scale.

Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Image
A multiple regression was preformed to test the impact of special education teachers’
characteristics of age, academic qualifications, school level and years of experience on perceived
image. As shown in Table 25, the regression results indicated that the overall regression model
!
did not significantly predict the perceived image,  𝐹 1.68 , 𝑝 =    .14;  𝑅! =. 048  , 𝑅!"#
= .019.

This regression model revealed that 4.8% of variance in image was explained by the teachers’
characteristics. As shown in Table 26, the regression coefficients showed that out of the four
predictors, only one predictor, years of experience, significantly (𝛽 = -.20, p  = 0.04) related to
teachers’ perceived image of using tablet devices. This result indicates that there is a negative
direction concerning the relationship between years of experience and perceived image. This
effect must be interpreted with caution due to the non-significance of the overall model. The
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three multiple regression assumptions were investigated, and all of them were satisfied. Figure
15 shows a histogram of the residual values.

Table 25
ANOVA of Regression Model for Image Variable (n = 173)
Model

Sum of
square

df

Mean square

F

Sig

Regression

7.5

5

1.51

1.68

.142

Residual

150.5

167

.90

158.1

172

Total
Note. *p < 0.05

Table 26
Summary of Regression Coefficients for the Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Perceived
Image
Variables
B
𝛽
𝑆𝑖𝑔
Constant
Age
Years of experience
School level
Middle school
High school
Educational background
Note. *p < 0.05

3.5
.13
-.17

.11
-.20

.26
.04*

-.33
-.05
-.06

-.14
-.02
-.01

.06
.97
.81
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Figure 15:

Histogram of the residual values for image sub scale.

Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics Regarding Ease of Use
A multiple regression was used to test the effect of special education teachers’
characteristics of age, academic qualifications, school level and years of experience on perceived
ease of use. As shown in Table 27, the results of a regression revealed that the overall regression
model did not significantly predict the perceived relative advantage, 𝐹 4,175 , 𝑝 =    .79;  𝑅! =
!
. 014  , 𝑅!"#
= −.016. The regression model indicted 1.4% of variance in the perceived ease of

use.
As shown in Table 28, none of the four predictors significantly affected the teachers’
perceived on ease of use. Regarding the regression assumptions, all three assumptions were met.
Figure 16 shows a histogram of the residual values.
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Table 27
ANOVA of Regression Model for Ease of Use Variable (n = 173)
Model

Sum of
Square

Df

Mean
Square

F

Sig

Regression

.79

5

.15

.475

.79

Residual

56.0

167

.33

Total

56.8

172

Note. *p < 0.05
Table 28
Summary of Regression Coefficients for the Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Perceived
Ease of Use
𝛽

𝑆𝑖𝑔

Variables

B

Constant
Age
Years of experience
School level
Middle school
High school

3.1
-.02
-.04

-.03
-.08

.75
.41

-.08
-.01
-.01

-.06
-.00
-.08

.43
.92

Educational background
Note. *p < 0.05

.92
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Figure 16:

Histogram of the residual values for ease of use scale.

Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Result of Demonstrability
A multiple regression was used to examine the impact of special education teachers’
characteristics of age, academic qualifications, school level and years of experience on perceived
result of demonstrability. As shown in Table 29, the overall regression model did not
!
significantly predict perceived relative advantage, 𝐹 1.12 , 𝑝 =    .35;  𝑅! =. 032  , 𝑅!"#
= .004.

The regression model also showed that 3.2% of variance in perceived result of demonstrability
can be explained by the participants’ characteristics. As shown in Table 30, none of the four
predictors significantly impacted teachers’ perceived perceptions on result of demonstrability.
Both assumptions of multicollinearity and homoscedasticity were met. However, the assumption
of normality of residual was violated. Negative skewness was evident on the residual values.
Figure 17 shows a histogram of the residual values.
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To solve the issue of non-normality, a square root transformation was applied to the
original subscale variable by subtracting the constant value form subscale sources (K - sources).
A follow-up multiple regression was applied to the transformed variable. The results showed that
the residuals were normally distributed. The A follow-up multiple regression results showed that
no significant change was observed on the overall regression model and the regression
coefficients.
Table 29
ANOVA of Regression Model for the Result of Demonstrability Variable (n = 173)
Model

Sum of
square

df

Mean square

F

Sig

Regression

.36

5

.73

1.12

.35

Residual

109.4

167

.65

Total

113.1

172

Note. *p < 0.05
Table 30
Summary of Regression Coefficients for the Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Perceived
Result of Demonstrability (n = 175)
𝛽

𝑆𝑖𝑔

Variables

B

Constant
Age
Years of experience
School level
Middle school
High school
Educational background

3.8
.07
-.07

.07
-.09

.47
.33

.06
.23
-.26

.03
.11
-.09

.68
.14
.24

Note. *p < 0.05
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Figure 17:

Histogram of the residual values for result of demonstrability sub scale.

Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Trialability
A multiple regression was used to examine the impact of special education teachers’
characteristics of age, academic qualifications, school level and years of experience on perceived
trialability. As shown in Table 31, the regression results indicate that the overall regression
!
model significantly predicted the perceived trialability, 𝐹 4,2 , 𝑝 =. 01;  𝑅! =. 11  , 𝑅!"#
= .086 .

This model indicated that 11% of the variance in trialability was explained by the teachers’
characteristics. Table 32 shows the regression coefficients of the influence of the teachers’
characteristics on perceived trialability. Out of four predictors, only one predictor, school level
(high school), significantly impacted the precipitants’ perceived trialability (𝛽 = .32, p  = 0.01).
The findings showed that perceived trialability significantly related to high school
teachers compared to other school levels. In addition results suggest that the direction of the
relationship between school level (high school) and perceived trialability of using tablet devices
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is positive. The three assumptions were investigated, and all of them were satisfied. Figure 18
shows a histogram of the residual values.

Table 31
ANOVA of Regression Model for Trialability Variable (n = 173)
Model

Sum of
square

df

Mean
square

F

Sig

Regression
Residual
Total

21.1
166.3
187.5

5
167
172

4.2
.99

4.2

.01*

Note. *p < 0.05
Table 32
Summary of Regression Coefficients for the Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Perceived
Trialability
Variables
Constant
Age
Years of experience
School level
Middle school
High school
Educational background
Note. *p < 0.05

𝛽

B

𝑆𝑖𝑔

2.5
.16
-.09

.12
-.09

.20
.32

.21
.83
.23

.08
.32
.06

.26
.01*
.36
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Figure 18:

Histogram of the residual values for the trialability sub scale.

Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Visibility
A multiple regression was used to assess the impact of the special education teachers’
characteristics of age, academic qualifications, school level and years of experience on perceived
visibility. As shown in Table 33, the regression results showed that the overall regression model
!
did not significantly predict perceived trialability, 𝐹 1,154   , 𝑝 =    .180;  𝑅! =. 044  , 𝑅!"#
=

.015. This model showed that 4.4% of the variance in visibility was explained by the teachers’
characteristics. As shown in Table 34, none of the four predictors significantly impacted the
participants’ perceived visibility. Regression assumptions were examined, and all of them were
satisfied. Figure 19 shows a histogram of the residual values.
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Table 33
ANOVA of Regression Model for Visibility Variable (n =1 73)
Model

Df

Regression
Residual

Sum of
square
6.0
131.5

Total

137.5

172

Mean
square
1.2
.78

5
167

F

Sig

1.54

.180

Note. *p < 0.05
Table 34
Summary of Regression Coefficients for the Impact of Teachers’ Characteristics on Perceived
Visibility
Variables

B

Constant
Age
Years of experience
School level
Middle school
High school

2.7
.20
-.13

Educational background
Note. *p < 0.05

-.04

.22
.23

𝛽

𝑆𝑖𝑔

-.18
-.16

.06
.10

.10
.10
-.01

.17
.18
.96
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Figure 19:

Histogram of the residual values for visibility sub scale
Qualitative Findings

This section presents the findings of the qualitative phase of this mixed methods study.
As mentioned in the previous chapters, the purpose of the qualitative phase was to answer the
following questions:
•

Why are particular characteristics of special educators related to participants’
perceptions?

•

What are barriers that hinder male special education teachers from using tablet
devices and their applications for teaching purposes?

•

What are the perceptions of male special education teachers toward the role of school
administration regarding the use of tablet devices and their applications?

In this phase, a semi-structured interview approach was conducted to collect data from
teachers who agreed to be interviewed and provided their full contact information in Section C in
the paper survey. Out of 21 participants who agreed to participate in the follow-up interview and
provided their full contact information, six (n = 6) special education teachers were purposefully
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selected to participate in the follow-up interview to acquire a diverse views regarding the use
tablet devices for teaching purposes, challenges facing the adoption of tablet devices for teaching
purposes, and school administration roles in diffusing the use of tablet devices inside special
education classrooms. The selection of participants was based on the following criteria: age,
years of experience, school level, and specialty in teaching students with disabilities. Table 35
presents participants’ information.

Table 35
Interviewees’ Demographic Information
Participants Age Years of
School level
experience
Yahay
26
5
Elementary
school
Aymen
30
8
High school
Ali
28
6
Elementary
school
Yousef
41
15
Middle
school
Saad
40
16
Middle
school
Talal
43
11
Middle
school

Specialty in teaching
students with disabilities
Learning difficulties
Cognitive disabilities
Autism
Hearing and speech
disabilities
Blindness disabilities
Cognitive disabilities

Interview Protocol
As mentioned above, the follow-up interviews were conducted with six male special
education teachers. Ten questions were created to further interpret the results from the survey
and to explore factors hindering the teachers from using tablets and their applications for
instructional purposes. The interviews took place at their schools, and meetings were arranged
according to the teachers’ availability during school operation hours. Before interviews took
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place, a consent form was provided to the participants (see Appendix E). All interviews were
recorded using an application on the iPhone 6 Plus device. The interviews lasted 20 to 30
minutes.
Data Analysis
Once all follow-up interviews were completed, the researcher transcribed all six
interviews for analysis. As mentioned in Chapter 3, a thematic and coding data analysis approach
was applied to extract similar themes across the six transcripts from the interviews. The codes
were extracted and later grouped to develop the themes. The following section presents the
findings that emerged from the data analysis.
Findings Related to Research Question Three
This section presents the findings of qualitative research question three: Why are
particular characteristics of special educators related to participants’ perceptions? This question
aimed to provide more insight concerning why specific characteristics of special educators (age,
years of experience, academic qualification, and school level) are associated with special
educators’ perceptions about the use of tablets for teaching purposes. Based on the findings from
the survey phase, two characteristics (years of experience and school level) were significantly
related to the participants’ perceptions of using tablets and their applications for teaching
purposes. In this way, the follow-up interviews helped to further explain such significance.
The interview data revealed that half of the participants agreed that the years of teaching
experience factor played a key role in the issue of adopting tablets and their applications for
instructional purposes. For example, Yahay, who is a learning difficulties teacher stated,
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“Without a doubt, teachers’ years of experience have influential role regarding using
technology.” And added that “in my opinion new teachers might not prefer to incorporate
technology because they might want to develop their teaching skill first and then improve
themselves regarding technology usages for education” (00:01:58). Similarly, Saad, who is a
blindness and vision disabilities teacher, said:
Of course, years of teaching experience factor is critical. I have had over 16 years of
experience in teaching special education students, and I am used to traditional teaching
style and I am comfortable with it. I believe that tablet devices and their applications is a
great assistive technology tool, but I think teachers who have been in teaching field for a
long time might have some resistance adopting them. (00:01:59)
Moreover, Ail, an autism teacher, said:
In my opinion, newly hired teachers might not have enough in teaching as teachers who
had more than 10 years of teaching experience, but in term of technology they are
knowledgeable and more exposed to it. (00:8:47)
However, Talal believes that years of teaching experience is not related to the teachers’
perceptions regarding the use of tablet devices for teaching purposes. He said:
The massive development in higher education has contributed to prompting the concept
of educational technology and emphasizing its effectiveness in classroom among future
teachers. Therefore, I believe future teachers could share their knowledge and technology
experiences with perspective teachers in order to enrich their knowledge about
technology. And, I disagree that years of experience has effect in regard of teachers’
desire to use tablet devices. (00:02:30)

The second theme supporting the phase one survey findings was the school level factor.
The interview data indicated that most of the participants believed that school level (elementary
school, middle school, and high school) is a critical factor in deciding the use of tablet devices
and their applications for teaching purposes. Two of the participants noted using tablet devices
and their applications as a learning tool while teaching students with disabilities at the
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elementary school level might not be suitable for them due to their age and cognitive skills.
Aymen stated:
Elementary school stage is a critical phase for students with disabilities, because in this
stage students’ cognitive skills start to develop, especially, in early grades. Therefore, I
think cognitive development should be done through traditional teaching. On the other
hand, students with disabilities who are in middle school level or high school level are
well developed cognitively, and I think they will be able to use tablet devices to help their
learning. (00:03:38)
Likewise, Ali said:
I think students with disabilities in elementary school level might have lack of knowledge
and skills about using tablet devices and their applications for learning purposes.
Therefore, I think tablet devices and their applications would be more effective and
appropriate for students in sixth grade and above”. (00:08:26)
Contrary to the other participants, Talal believed that school level does not, positively or
negatively; affect the use of tablet technology in special education classrooms. He stated:
In my opinion, tablet devices are suitable for all school levels if the teacher finds it
supports the curriculum, and also it fits his teaching style. In my opinion, I see that tablet
device and its application, as assistive technology tool is more helpful tool for elementary
school students. (00:03:40)

Findings Related to Research Question Four
This section presents the findings of qualitative research question four: What are the
barriers that hinder male special education teachers from using tablet devices and their
applications for teaching purposes? Based on the data analysis, four themes were identified.
These themes were lack of training, class management issues, shortage of tablet applications in
Arabic, and finally the process being time consuming.
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Three participants noted strongly that the lack of training on the part of the teachers
regarding the uses of tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes has led to
misunderstanding among special education teachers. For example, Aymen said:
In fact, the Department of Special Education in Jeddah school district offers training
sessions on regular basis that cover a wild range of subjects such as classroom
management, preparing individual leaning plans, computer skills and many other, but
unfortunately no training sessions were offered that address the uses of tablet devices.
He explained that:
Personally, I hope the Department of Special Education starts to provide training sessions
about tablet devices in the near future, because it will help teachers to better understand
the purposes of using tablet devices for education, and also how to take advantage of
applying it to facilitate learning processes. In addition, training will help to diffuse the
use of tablet devices among teachers. (00:23:40)
Moreover, participants shared the same view that said training is needed to promote the
use of tablet devices in special education. For example, Yousef noted:
If teachers had the chance to attend a training session to see and learn what tablet devices
could do to facilitate students learning, I am sure that they would change their views
about it. (00:11:03)
Participants asserted that the absence of training was due to lack of awareness. For
example, Yahay said: “I think the top management is not aware of the tablet devices and their
advantages in teaching students with disabilities”. (00:29:20)
Two participants mentioned that using tablet devices inside the classroom could raise to
some issues such as classroom management, which could affect the teachers’ willingness to use
it. Regarding the classroom management issue, Yahay, who teaches students with learning
difficulties, stated, “ Tablet devices are great tools to use inside special education classroom, but
if the classroom has more than five students and each one has a tablet device in his hand, I think
it would be difficult for the teacher to manage and control the class” (00:16:58). Similarly,
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Aymen shared the same point related to using tablet devices and classroom management. He
said:
In my opinion, using tablet devices in a classroom that has a lot of students might cause
organization challenges inside the classroom. I recommend hiring teacher assistants to
assist the special education teacher with preparing tablet devices before the class, and
during their deployment inside the classroom. (00:06:30)
The interview data revealed that two participants mentioned that the insufficiency of
Arabic applications for special education is a major obstacle that stands in the way of using tablet
devices for teaching purposes. For example, Talal stated:
There is a serious issue, which is that many applications do not fully support Arabic
Language. In the past I used some speech applications to assist students with blindness
and vision disabilities. But, unfortunately most of them were not compatible with Arabic
Language. That issue makes me less excited to use it inside my classroom. (00:06:05)
Similarly, Saad shared his experience in using tablet applications inside the special
education classroom; he said: “The deficiency in Arabic applications that address special
education segment is a major difficulty that face teachers.” He also added “Due to the lack of
Arabic applications, I used some applications in English language, but I had difficulty using
these applications due to the language barrier”. (00:11:40)
Three participants mentioned that the integration of tablet devices and their applications
into the classroom instruction required extra time and effort. For instance, Aymen shard his
thoughts:
As a special education teacher, I have to deal with much paper work, such as preparing
individualized instructional plans for each student. This process requires a lot of time and
effort because I have to look at each student’s learning needs. In addition I have to do
some administrative work like grading and preparing progress reports for each student.
So, I do not have the time to include using tablet applications in my plans, let alone
employ them in classroom instructions. (00:07:41)
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Ali also shared similar views; he said; “I do not mind using tablet applications in my
classroom to facilitate learning for my autistic students, but the issue is that I have between four
to five periods a day with limited class time”. Later he added that “if the school administration
expanded the class time to one and a half hours and/or reduced my work hours, I would
definitely use them” (00:21:50). He also mentioned that the school administration should
consider hiring teacher assistants to help teachers with the technology side.
Likewise, Yahay mentioned that working with students individually to meet their
learning needs requires substantial effort and time. He said:
At the beginning of school year, I spend most of the time on determining learning
weaknesses for students. After that, I check students’ records, including progress report
and health documents, to have full profile of student’s situation. Then I start to lay out
learning objectives and lesson plans for each student based on his learning needs. I also
work with their parents to give them tips to help them aid their students’ learning
progress. As a result, I find it difficult to spare time to use tablets in the classroom.
(00:27:46)

Findings Related to Research Question Five
This section presents the findings of qualitative research question five: What are the
perceptions of the male special education teachers toward the role of the school administration
regarding the use of tablet devices and their applications. According to data analysis, two themes
were found. These themes are lack of awareness and lack of school funding.
Half of the participants mentioned that school administrations have a lack of awareness
regarding the use of tablet devices and their applications. That lack of awareness reflects
negatively on their role in promoting use of technology. For example Yousef stated, “Obviously,
school administration is not aware of the use of tablets for educational purposes. In my opinion,
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they consider using it as a luxury not necessity” He added, “There exists an official special
education legislation, which supports using technology in special education classes, but
unfortunately it is not effective on the ground” (00:13:07). Regarding the same point, Talal said,
“ My school administration does not encourage special education teachers to use technological
instruction tools such tablet devices, and I think that they might not understand their benefits in
education” (00:34:28). Also, Ali mentioned a similar argument saying:
School administrations are inclined to apply traditional teaching methods inside the
classroom. For example, they focus more on routines details such as checking teachers’
individual lesson plans, teachers’ attendance and so on. Therefore, they do not pay much
attention to prompting using technology or including tablet devices in instructions.
(00:28:10)
Half of the participants mentioned that issues such as insufficient funding have a negative
impact on the school administration’s role in promoting the use of tablet devices for instructional
purposes. For example, Yahay said, “The lack of school funding is the main issue that schools
face each year. For example, if a teacher wants to have a computer in the classroom, a request
needs to be forwarded to the school principal; then the request goes into many administrative
loops to get approved” (00:21:50). Yousef stated: “The lack of funding as well as prolonged
administrative processes are major obstacles that cause school administration to be lacking in
their role regarding the use tablet devices inside the classroom” (00:17:31) Aymen shared the
same opinion stating:
School administration does not direct special education teachers to use tablet devices
inside the classroom because the Ministry of Education has not adopt it yet. However, if
they adopted tablet devices officially and made them available in schools, I am pretty
sure that school administration will support it. For example, in the past the Ministry of
Education launched a program to use laptops for educational purposes. They provided
laptops for special education teachers. At that time, school administrations support it and
it was successful. (00:17:04)
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Summary of Findings
This chapter presents the findings that emerged from two data collection phases:
quantitative and qualitative. The first phase aimed to explore male special education teachers’
perceptions concerning the use of tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes.
Their perceptions were measured based on Rogers’s (2003) diffusion of innovation theory. A
total of 175 participants participated in the survey phase. Mean scores and standard deviations
were applied to assess participants’ perceptions. In addition, stage one examined in what ways
the characteristics of perceptions (age, years of experience, educational background, and school
level) related to the teachers’ perceptions using multiple regression. The second phase,
qualitative, served as a follow-up stage with six selected participants using a semi- structured
interview data collection method. The purpose of this phase was to further interpret the findings
that emerged from phase one and also to explore the participants’ perceptions regarding the
school administration’s role in supporting the use of tablet devices as well as factors that hinder
male special education teachers from adopting tablet devices and their applications for
educational purposes. A coding analysis approach was applied to identify themes across all
transcribed interviews.
The results of the first phase revealed that the participants had neutral and positive
perceptions regarding the use of tablet devices. The analysis of the survey data also showed that
the school level being taught (high school) factor was related significantly to the perceived
voluntariness and trialability regarding the use of tablet devices and their application. The
directions of the relationship between the school level being taught (high school) factor and
perceived voluntariness, trialability were positive. Moreover, the findings showed that the years
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of teaching experience factor was significantly related to their perceived image and
compatibility. The directions of the relationship between these subscales were negative. The
results from the follow-up phase supported these findings.
As mentioned earlier, the goal of the qualitative follow-up was not only to provide
further explanations concerning the quantitative results but also to explore obstacles hindering
the adoption of tablet devices for teaching purposes and discover the role of the school
administration regarding the use of tablet devices inside the schools from participants’
perspective.
Regarding obstacles hindering the adoption of tablet devices, the results of the follow-up
interviews showed that four themes were related to factors that hindered male special education
teachers from using tablet devices inside special education classrooms. These themes were lack
of training, class management issues, shortage of tablet applications in Arabic languages, and
finally the process being time consuming.
In regard of the role of the schools administration about the use of tablet devices inside
the schools, the data analysis showed that two themes were connected to the teachers’ views
about that. These themes were lack of awareness and lack of school funding. The following
chapter provides more insight and discussion regarding the study’s results.

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSION

This chapter discusses the findings that emerged from the data analysis of the two data
collection phases (the quantitative phase and follow-up qualitative phase) and also connects the
study results with previous literature concerning the special education teachers’ perceptions
regarding the use of tablet devices for teaching purposes. In addition, this chapter presents
implications for instructional technology practice as well as for administrators. Limitations of the
study and suggestions for future research are presented and followed by a summary.
As mentioned in the previous chapters, this case study was conducted to examine the
perceptions of male special education teachers regarding the use of tablet devices for teaching
purposes in the Saudi Arabian context. Two phases of data collection were conducted based on
explanatory sequential design. The first phase collected numeric data from 175 male special
education teachers using a survey instrument. The second phase, the follow-up qualitative, was
conducted to further explain the findings from phase one using a semi-structured interview data
collection method approach. In this phase six participants were purposefully selected. The
following section presents and discusses the findings that relate to the research questions being
posed for both phases.
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Research Question One
What are the perceptions of male special education teachers regarding the adoption of tablet
devices and their applications for teaching purposes?
The question presented above aimed to assess participants’ perceptions regarding the use
of tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes. A survey instrument was used to
measure their perceptions based on five-point Likert items. As mentioned earlier, participants’
perceptions were measured based on eight constructs (voluntariness, relative advantages,
compatibility, image, ease of use, result demonstrability, trialability, and visibility).
Perceived Voluntariness
According to Moore and Benbasat (1991), an individual’s voluntariness for using an
innovation can be defined as “the degree to which use of innovation is perceived as being
voluntary, or of free will” (p. 175). Moore and Benbasat assert that voluntariness of adopting
innovations inside a specific establishment might be either supported or discouraged by the
establishment’s regulations. Research (Agarwal & Prasad, 1997; Green, Collins & Hevner, 2004)
found encouragement to use innovations significantly enhanced the voluntariness of using
innovations among the individuals. On the other hand, other studies (Brown, Massey, MontoyaWeiss & Burkman, 2002; Hartwick & Barki, 1994) reported that other external pressures, such
as social influence and/or a mandatory environment, might contribute to the lack of voluntariness
for using innovations among individuals within a specific organization.
The current study’s findings concerning the participants’ perceived voluntariness of the
use of tablet devices for teaching purposes indicated that they hold neutral perceptions regarding
the voluntariness of using tablet devices. A further exploration from the qualitative findings
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indicated that participants’ voluntariness to use tablet devices for teaching purposes might be
affected due to external obstacles. These obstacles were lack of training, class management
issues, shortage of tablet applications in Arabic, and finally the process being time consuming. In
this regard, a closer look at external pressures that might impact male special education teachers’
perceived voluntariness regarding tablet devices for teaching purposes within the Saudi Arabian
context should be considered in future research.
Perceived Relative Advantage
According to Rogers (2003), relative advantage can be described as “the degree to which
an innovation is perceived as being better than the idea it supersedes” (p. 221). In other words, if
an innovation has greater perceived relative advantage, individuals will easily adopt it. The
degree of perceived relative advantage might be evaluated based on factors such as social
prestige, economic terms, convenience, and satisfaction (Rogers, 2003). Furthermore, the nature
of the innovation plays a major role in defining type of relative advantage; also adopters’
characteristics can impact the perceived relative advantage. The finding of this study indicated
that the majority of the participants perceived tablet devices and their applications to have a high
degree of relative advantage for teaching purposes, which aligned with several studies located in
the previous literature (Al-Gahtani, 2003; Kendall et al., 2001, Tung, Richardson, 2009).
Johnson (2013) claimed that integrating tablet devices and their applications into special
education classroom instruction has the potential to promote learning skills across a wide range
of subjects, to increase special education students’ motivation, and to assess individual lesson
plans. Similarly, Flewitt, Kucirkova and Messer (2014) found that special education teachers
view tablet devices and their applications to be an advantageous assistive technology tool in
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terms of facilitating the learning processes for students with moderate to complex cognitive or
physical disabilities.
Perceived Compatibility
Rogers (2003) defined compatibility as “the degree to which an innovation is perceived
as being consistent with existing value, past experiences and needs of potential adaptors” (p.
223). In other words, if individuals perceived an innovation to be less compatible with existing
values and past experiences, they might adopt it slowly. Based on that, the current study’s results
showed that the participants had relatively high perceptions concerning the compatibility of
using tablet devices and their applications for instructional purposes. As a result, participants in
this study felt in a positive way that tablet devices and their applications are compatible tools for
teaching purposes. This finding aligned with other studies such as Lane and Stagg’s (2014) and
Amadieu, Pecoste, Mariné, van de Leemput, and Lescarret’s (2016).
Perceived Image
Moore and Benbasat (1991) described image as “the degree to which use of an innovation
is perceived to enhance one’s image or status in one’s social system” (p. 175). Rogers (2003)
claimed the image factor is conceptually related to the relative advantage factor. However,
Moore and Benbasat (1991) asserted that the goal of the image construct is used to evaluate the
effect of an adopter’s social status, which could predict innovation use, and that it should be
measured independently. Within the context of this study, it is important to test whether the
image factor influences male special education teachers’ attitudes regarding the use of tablet
devices.
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The findings of the current study indicated that the participants had neutral perceptions
regarding the perceived image of using tablets for teaching purposes. The search of the literature
revealed that no studies have been found regarding the role of perceived image of using tablet
devices in a special education setting. Therefore, the researcher recommends for future study to
further examining the role of image construct concerning the use tablet device adoption in
special education settings as well as external factors that might impact the adopters' perceived
image of innovations such as the adopters' social status.
Perceived Ease of Use
Davis (1993) defined the ease of use construct as “the degree to which an individual
believes that using a particular system would be free of physical and mental effort” (p. 477).
According to previous studies (Chong, Ooi, Darmawan & Lee, 2010; Davis, 1989; Jon-Chao,
Hwang, Tzu-Yun, Kai-Hsin, & Chih-Chin, 2013), ease of use was found to be one of the
significant factors that contribute to an innovation’s adoption. In the current study, the results
indicated that the participants had neutral perceptions about the ease of utilizing tablet devices
and their applications for instructional purposes. No studies were found to support this study
finding. Therefore, this researcher calls for future research to further examine the ease of use of
tablet devices in special education within the Saudi Arabian context.
Perceived Result Demonstrability
Moore and Benbasat (1991) described result demonstrability as “the tangibility of the
results of using an innovation, including observability and communicability” (p. 203). The main
goal of the result demonstrability construct is to evaluate whether the results of using an
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innovation are evident to the adopters (Moore & Benbasat. 1991). The review of the literature
revealed that the result demonstrability construct has a positive impact on an innovation’s
adoption process (Agarwal, & Prasad, 1997; Lu, Liu & Liao, 2005). The findings of the current
study showed that participants had neutral perceptions but toward agreement regarding the result
demonstrability of using tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes.
This result may suggest that the absence of observability related to the use of tablets and
their applications for instructional purposes may have impacted the tangibility. Based on that, it
is suggested that the observability factor might contribute to the adoption of tablet devices
among teachers, which was supported by Rogers (2003). For the sake of diffusion of tablet
devices among special education teachers within the Saudi Arabian context, it is important to
establish opportunities for teachers to be allowed them to observe how and communicate about
how tablet devices and their applications could be integrated into special education classroom
instruction. This might lead the teachers to reach a conclusion regarding the tangible results that
appear from using tablet devices for teaching purposes. Therefore, this researcher suggests future
research to thoroughly investigate factors that may impact educators’ perceptions of result
demonstrability concerning the use of tablet devices in special education settings.
Perceived Trialability
According to Rogers (2003), the trialability construct can be described as “the degree to
which an innovation may be experimented with on a limited basis” (p. 231). Rogers (2003)
claimed that if potential adopters had chances to test an innovation on a limited basis, they would
be able to form an understanding of how that innovation works and in what ways that innovation
could be incorporated into their job tasks. Furthermore, trying out an innovation would help to
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reduce the adopters’ ambiguity about that innovation. Previous studies show that individuals’
perceived trialability correlates positively with innovation rate of adoption (Lee, Hsieh & Hsu,
2011; Chang & Tung, 2008; Richardson, 2009).
The findings of the current study revealed that the participants had neutral perceptions
about testing and/or experimenting with the potential of tablet devices and their applications for
educational purposes. This finding suggests that the participants hold neutral position about the
opportunities to test and observe how the tablet devices and their applications could function in
the educational environment as well as how they could benefit the learning processes of students
with disabilities. It is also suggested that the lack of trialability may have impacted the teachers’
perceptions of the result demonstrability and observability of using tablet devices. Therefore, the
researcher calls for future studies to examine the influence of trialability on result
demonstrability and observability in relation to the adoption of tablet devices among Saudi
special education teachers.
Since the participants perceived trialability had important impact on their perceptions
regarding the of use tablet devices for educational purposes, it is suggested that special education
administrations in Saudi Arabia should establish training sessions that allow special education
teachers to test and practice how to use tablet devices as assistive technology tools inside the
classroom. This would ease the implementation of tablet devices.
Perceived Visibility
The visibility construct refers to the degree to which individuals can see that an
innovation is being utilized within a specific organization (Benham & Raymond, 1996). Moore
and Benbasat (1991) asserted that the goal of the visibility varible is to measure potential
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adopters’ perceptions concerning the physical existence of the innovation within the
institution domain. They also asserted that the behaviors of the potential adopters could be
influenced through seeing the presence of the innovation and its being use by others inside the
organization. The review of the literature showed that the visibility variable has a significant role
in the innovation adoption processes (Almobarraz, 2009; Jebeile, 2003; Moore & Benbasat,
1991).
The findings of the current study indicated that the participants had neutral position about
the actual use of tablet devices and their applications for instructional purposes at their schools.
This result suggests that tablet devices may not be adopted officially inside the special education
system in Saudi Arabia, which may cause the participants to be unsure about its existence at their
schools. Therefore, it is important for special education administrators in Saudi Arabia to launch
tablet device initiatives across public schools that offer special education programs. This would
allow later adopters to see tablet devices being used by other early adopters, and it might
influence later adopters to use this educational technology. In addition it might contribute
positively to the diffusion process of tablet devices into special education system in Saudi
Arabia.
Research Questions Two and Three
To what extent are the perceptions of male special education teachers related to their age,
academic qualifications, school level, and years of experience?
The second research question assessed the influence of male special education teachers’
characteristics of age, academic qualifications, school level and years of experience on their
perceptions regarding the use of tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes. A
multiple regression method was applied to evaluate the impact of the participants’ characteristics
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on their perceptions regarding the use of tablet devices based on each of the eight variables
(voluntariness, relative advantage, compatibility, image, ease of use, trialability, result
demonstrability, and visibility). The multiple regression results indicated that only two
characteristics of the male special education teachers significantly impacted their perceptions
regarding the use of tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes.
When the two characteristics were weighed against the eight variables, it was determined
that each of the characteristics was impacted separately by some of the variables. The first
characteristic, the school level at which the teachers taught, was found to be significantly related
to the participants’ perceived voluntariness and trialability, whereas the second characteristic,
teachers’ years of experience, turned out to be significantly related to perceived image and
compatibility. Table 36 summaries standardizes regression coefficients for the significant
characteristics.
Table 36
Summary of the Regression Coefficients for Statistically Significant Predictors
Variable
Voluntariness
Compatibility
Trialability
Image

Teachers’
characteristics
School level taught
(high school)
Teachers’ years of
experience
School level taught
(high school)
Teachers’ years of
experience

𝑆𝑖𝑔
.03*
.04*
.01*
.04*

Note. *p < 0.05
Looking at these results in light of the previous literature, the consistency of the findings
was affected by the differences in the contexts and conceptual frameworks. Within the literature,
several studies have looked at the impact of in-service teachers’ age, gender, academic
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qualifications, technology competencies, school level taught and years of teaching experience
on their perceptions regarding the use of educational technologies (Gorder, 2008; Granger,
Morbey, Lotherington, Owston & Wideman, 2002; Russell, O'Dwyer, Bebell & Tao, 2007).
However, no studies have been found that addressed the influence of special education teachers’
characteristics on their perceptions regarding the adoption of tablet devices and their application
for educational purposes, especially within the Saudi Arabian context. At the same time, the
researcher decided that since no past studies were found to support the statistical findings of the
current study, it was important for the procedures to include a number of qualitative follow-up
interviews. These interviews were mainly conducted to provide further interpretations of why
particular characteristics of special educators are related to the participants’ perceptions. In
addition, these follow-up interviews addressed others factors preventing special education
teachers from using tablet devices for teaching purposes.
The findings of the current study indicated years of teaching experience and school level
were found to have statistically significantly impacted the participants’ perceptions regarding the
adoption of tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes. For this purpose, six male
special education teachers, who agreed in the survey phase to be interviewed by the researcher,
were purposefully selected to participate in follow-up interviews based on their age, years of
teaching experience, school level being taught and speciality in teaching students with
disabilities. The reason behind that was to obtain diverse views.
Based on this agreement, the researcher collected and examined the qualitative data. The
findings of the follow-up interviews supported the phase one findings regarding the significance
of years of teaching experience and school level in tablet device adoption among the participants
of this study. The results showed that more than half of the participants asserted that the years of
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teaching experience could impact special education teachers’ willingness to incorporate
tablet devices and their applications into classroom instruction. They claimed that teachers with
less years of teaching experience tended to use technology in the classroom because they might
have a good level of technology competency and knowledge about the advantages of using
technology in the classroom unlike older teachers who have rich years of teaching experience.
Furthermore, teachers with more years of teaching experience might have resistance to adopting
technology due to their deficiency in technology skills or misconceptions about how technology
could be integrated to classroom instruction.
This finding suggested that teachers’ years of teaching experience plays an important role
in the adoption of tablet devices and their applications within the Saudi Arabian context.
Therefore, it is important for special education administrators in Saudi Arabia to provide training
sessions for teachers who have more years of teaching experience prior to the official diffusion
of tablet devices because these training sessions could help reduce the teachers’ uncertainty
about tablet devices, improve their technology competencies, and expand their knowledge as
well as their skills concerning the integration of tablet devices and their applications into
classroom instruction.
Regarding the characteristic of school level taught, the findings of the follow-up
interviews supported the results that emerged from phase one. The results showed that the
participants viewed school level being taught as critical when it comes to using tablet devices for
teaching purposes. They claimed that tablet devices could be integrated into special education
curricula across all grades level except the early grades. Because special education students in
the early grades are still in their development stage cognitively and physically, they might not be
able to use tablet devices for their learning needs. Therefore, special education teachers tended to
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apply traditional teaching approaches in the early grade levels to ensure that students master
basic skills such as math and literacy.
Based on these findings, it is recommended that special education administrators in Saudi
Arabia should take school level, especially the early grade levels, into consideration when
diffusing tablet devices and their applications in special education classrooms in the future.
Research Question Four
What are barriers that hinder male special education teachers from using tablet devices and their
applications for teaching purposes?
This question explored the barriers and challenges related to the adoption of tablet
devices and their applications in the Saudi special education system. The findings of the followup interviews indicated that the participants in this study identified four major barriers
concerning the use of tablet devices in special education within the Saudi Arabian context. These
barriers were lack of training, class management issues, shortage of tablet applications in Arabic,
and the process being time consuming.
The review of the literature yielded that teachers’ training and professional development
are the key elements that can lead to successful tablet device integration in educational settings.
Several studies have suggested that training programs for teachers have the potential to improve
the teachers’ beliefs in and knowledge about technology, technology competencies, awareness
concerning the significance of educational technology, and practices in using technology for
education (Alfaraj & Kuyini, 2014; Blackwell, 2013; Johnson, 2013). The findings of the current
study showed that the absence of training is one of the major issues facing the process of
adopting tablet devices in the special education system in Saudi Arabia. Therefore, it is
recommended that special education administrators in Saudi Arabia should establish tablet
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device training and professional development programs for the teachers. These programs
should be designed to address the teachers’ technology competencies as well as pedagogical
aspects.
Not only was the lack of training a major barrier facing the adoption of tablet devices in
special education in the Saudi Arabia but also the shortage of tablet applications in the Arabic
language. The current study found that the deficiency of special education applications in the
Arabic language contributed negatively to tablet device adoption in the special education system
in Saudi Arabia. The finding aligned with two recent studies conducted by Alotaibi and Almalki
(2016) and Alfaraj and Kuyini (2014). Based on that, it is recommended that special education
teachers, instructional designers, and developers should design and develop tablet device
applications that fit current special education curricula and are compatible with the Arabic
language.
The current study also found other barriers hindering the Saudi special education teachers
from using tablet devices for educational purposes. These barriers were class management and
the process being time consuming. Several studies (Abuhmaih, 2011; Blackwell, 2013; Chiang &
Jacobs, 2010) found that external factors, including class management and time constraints,
might limit the use of educational technology tools in the classroom. The participants in the
current study claimed that the teachers might face difficulties physically handling tablet devices,
especially when the class has a large number of students. In addition, the special education
teachers have to deal with other tasks, including their teaching duties. These additional tasks
include preparing individualized instruction for each student, grading assignments, tracking the
students’ progress, and also working with the students’ parents when necessary. These tasks
increase the teachers’ workload and tighten their schedule. As a result, it is going to be hard for
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teachers to allocate time to integrate tablet devices and their applications into classroom
instruction.
Based on that, it is suggested that special education administrators in Saudi Arabia should
assign special education teacher assistants to help the teachers in terms of integrating tablet
devices and their applications into the curricula and managing the classroom during future
deployment of the tablet devices in the classrooms. In addition, they should support the teachers
through overcoming any technological issues that may occur in the classroom.
Research Question Five
What are the perceptions of male special education teachers toward the role of school
administration regarding the use of tablet devices and their applications?
The question presented above explored the male special education teachers’ perceptions
regarding the role of school administrators concerning the use of tablet devices and their
applications for teaching purposes.
Several studies claimed that the school administration plays a critical role not only in
embracing the latest technology in a school system but also in promoting cultural changes,
improving teachers’ practices of using educational technology tools, and providing technological
resources (Anderson & Dexter, 2005; Baylor & Ritchie, 2002; Chang, 2012). Based on that, it is
obvious that a high quality of leadership leads to effective technology integration. However, this
is not the case regarding school administrators’ role in adopting technology in the special
education system in Saudi Arabia.
The findings of the follow-up interviews of this study showed that the lack of awareness
among school administrators about the use of tablet devices as educational tools in special
education classrooms and the lack of technology funding negatively impacted their ability to
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promote the use of tablet devices for educational purposes. A search of the literature revealed
that no studies support the current study’s finding concerning the lack of awareness within the
Saudi Arabian context. Therefore, this study suggests that school management’s lack of
awareness might be attributed to external factors such as uncertainty among administrators about
the potential for using tablet devices and their applications to facilitate the learning processes for
students with disabilities. In addition, the absence of technology competence could also
contribute to their lack of awareness. Future research should look at the adoption of tablet
devices in special education settings from the school administrators’ perspectives.
Concerning the lack of technology funding, the current study’s finding aligned with other
studies such as Alotaibi and Almalki (2016) and Alfaraj and Kuyini (2014). Both studies claimed
that the lack of funding led to the absence of technology accessibility, which negatively affected
the way technological tools could be used in special education classrooms. Therefore, it is
suggested that educators and policy makers in Saudi Arabia should find financial solutions to
ensure the availability of technological resources inside schools.
Limitations of the Study
The study’s population was limited to investigating the perceptions of male special
education teachers regarding using tablet devices for teaching purposes. Therefore, the findings
of this study represent only the selected male special education teachers who teach in public
schools (elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools) that offer special education
programs in the Jeddah Public School District in the Western Province in Saudi Arabia and are
not generalizable to a wider population.
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As mentioned earlier, the researcher adapted an existing survey instrument developed
by Moore and Benbasat (1991). Slight modifications were made to the original instrument to fit
the scope of this study. Since the Arabic language is the native language spoken by this study’s
participants, the researcher translated the modified items into Arabic. Although the translation
went through multiple revisions including pilot testing, the translation accuracy may have
affected the constructs’ reliability. The results of the Cronbach’s alpha showed that most of
constructs used in this study had value of alpha scores between .71 to .93, except the ease of use
construct. The value of Cronbach’s alpha of ease of use construct was .41, which is considered
unacceptable according to George and Mallery (2003). The reason for the low reliability value
for the ease of use construct might be attributed to the degree of translation accuracy, which later
affected the participants’ responses to items related to ease of use. Last, this study did not cover
all factors that could potentially influence the adoption of tablet devices in the Saudi special
education system.
Implications
This study sheds some light on male special education teachers’ perceptions regarding
using tablet devices for teaching purposes in Saudi Arabia. Therefore, the implications of this
study’s findings include the following points.
The analysis of results showed that the participants emphasized the advantages of using
tablet devises and their applications for teaching purposes. One of the major findings of this
study is that the participants perceived using tablet devices and their applications for teaching
purposes to be advantageous and compatible with their teaching style. This finding aligns with
the idea that the greater the relative advantage and the degree of compatibility, the easier the
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adoption (Rogers, 2003). Based on that, these results could help policy makers in Saudi
Arabia have a clearer image about special education teachers’ perceptions regarding use of tablet
devices as well as the advantages in facilitating the learning processes for their students with
disabilities.
Another key finding of this study is that the participants’ years of teaching experience
and school level being taught are critical factors when it comes to using tablet devises and their
applications in special education classrooms. This finding is supported by results from both the
quantitative and qualitative phases. The results showed that participants who had 6 to 10 years of
teaching experience had positive perceptions. Therefore, it is important for policy makers in
Saudi Arabia to focus on this group of teachers and provide proper training for them about using
tablet devices for instructional purposes. Regarding the school level factor, the results of this
study suggested elementary school students are not receptive to the use of tablet devices due to
their age and technology skills. Therefore, it is important for policy makers in Saudi Arabia to
consider the school level factor when it comes to the integration of tablet devices.
According to the results analysis, adoption of tablet devices in special education in Saudi
Arabia is hindered by the fact that very little training is provided and the absence of Arabic tablet
applications. These two obstacles were also noted in two studies conducted by Alfaraj and
Kuyini (2014) and Alotaibi and Almalki (2016). Based on that, it is evident that these two
obstacles have a negative impact on utilizing tablet devices and their applications in the Saudi
special education system. Therefore, this study has potential implications for practitioners in the
instructional technology field. These implications include design and delivery of effective
training session for teachers in terms of using tablet devices and their applications for teaching
purposes. In addition, this study suggests designing and developing tablet device applications in
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Arabic language that target cognitive disabilities because the results of this study showed that
62 (35.4%) of the participants in this study specialized on teaching cognitive disabilities.
It is worth noting that relative advantage, compatibility, years of teaching experience,
school level being taught, lack of training and funding, as well as absence of Arabic-supported
tablet applications have important effects on the adoption of tablet devices in special education in
Saudi Arabia. Therefore, special education policy makers and instructional technology
practitioners in Saudi Arabia need to consider deeply factors mentioned above in order for
special education teachers to be able to adopt and use tablet devices and their applications for
instructional purposes.
Suggestions for Future Research
This study provides several recommendations for future studies. These recommendations
including the following:
1. This study aimed to examine the perceptions of male special education teachers
regarding using tablet devices for teaching purposes; therefore, there is also a need to
investigate the teachers’ intention to use tablet devices and their applications for
teaching purposes.
2. Because this study looked at male special education teachers’ perceptions, it is
important to examine female special education teachers’ perceptions regarding using
tablet devices for teaching purposes.
3. Future studies should look at external pressures that might impact male special
education teachers’ voluntariness toward using tablets devices for teaching purposes.
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4. The findings of this study showed the participants had neutral perceptions about
the voluntariness, ease of use, trialability, and visibility of using tablet devices for
teaching purposes in special education classrooms. Therefore, it is important for
future studies to examine these factors.
5. It is essential for research that examines effective adoption of tablet devices in special
education in Saudi Arabia to look further at the role of social and cultural aspects in
the adoption process of tablet devices.
6. This study showed that the ease of use construct had low reliability. Therefore, future
studies should reassess this construct.
7. This study examined only the perceptions of male special education teachers
regarding using tablet devices for teaching purposes; therefore, it is important to
explore the perceptions of other personnel who might contribute to the diffusion of
tablet devices in the special education system, such as school administrators and
parents.
Chapter Summary
Mobile technology has brought endless advantages into educational settings including
special education. Integrating these technologies into the special education curriculum has
benefited the learning processes for students with disabilities (Johnson, 2013; Melhuish &
Falloon, 2010; Shah, 2011). However, the review of the literature yielded that the special
education system in Saudi Arabia is still falling behind in terms of mobile technology integration
in special education classrooms (Alfaraj & Kuyini, 2014; Alotaibi & Almalki, 2016).
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In a technology integration world, it is important to examine critical factors prior to
the actual technology integration. Therefore, this researcher only looked at the perceptions of
male special education teachers toward using tablet devices for teaching purposes in Saudi
Arabia. This researcher conducted a case study based on mixed method design, which followed
the concept of explanatory sequential design. This researcher believes that mixed method design
would give more insights about the research problem being examined.
This chapter discussed the findings that emerged from both the quantitative and
qualitative data. In addition, this chapter presented the link between the findings of this study and
related literature on the theoretical framework used in this study: teachers’ perceptions regarding
technology adoption as well as the integration of technology in special education environments.
Furthermore, this chapter identified the limitations of the study, followed by the implications and
suggestions for future studies.
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Dear Special Education Teacher:
Thank you for participating in this survey phase. My name is Adel Ibrahim Qahmash; I
am a doctoral candidate in the Department of Educational Technology, Research and Assessment
(ETRA) at Northern Illinois University. I am conducting a research study, which is entitled
“Special Education Teachers’ Perceptions toward the Use of Mobile Technology for Teaching
Purposes: An Explanatory Sequential Mixed Methods Study.” The purpose of this study is to
explore special education teachers’ perspectives concerning the use of tablet devices and their
applications as assistive technology tool. This research project is a partial fulfillment of the
requirement for a Ph.D. in Instructional Technology, Northern Illinois University.
You will be asked to complete a paper-based survey. The survey consists of 36 questions
and will take approximately 20 minutes of your time. The survey consists of two sections.
Section one asks about demographic information, which consists of five questions. Section two
focuses on your perceptions regarding the use of tablet devices and their applications for
teaching purposes. This section has 30 items. At the end of the survey you will be asked if you
are willing to conduct a follow-up interview with the researcher.
Participation in this study is voluntary. You have the right to withdraw at any time
without penalty. There are no risks or threats linked to participating in this study. You will not
receive any type of incentive for sharing your perspectives related to the scope of this study.
All data will be kept confidential and will be reported as group data. In addition, the
obtained data, including the paper-based survey, will be kept in a secure place. Once the research
project is completed, both the data and paper-based surveys will be destroyed.
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact the researcher or the dissertation
chair.

125
Do you wish to participate in the study? Please put check mark (✓) in the box
•

Yes

•

No

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact the Office of Research Compliance,
Northern Illinois University, researcher, or the dissertation chair.
The Office of Research Compliance, Northern Illinois University. Phone Number 011(815)-7538588. Email: jgommel@niu.edu
Researcher: Adel Ibrahim Qahmash, Department of Educational Technology, Research and
Assessment, Northern Illinois University. Cellphone number: 001 (815)-608-0992 (USA) /
00966 (542) 270755 (Saudi Arabia). Email address: aqahmash@niu.edu
Dissertation Chair: Professor Wei-Chen Hung, Department Chair of Educational Technology,
Research and Assessment, Northern Illinois University. Office phone number 001(815)-7538175. Email address: whung@niu.edu
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Section A
1. What is your age?
•

20-29 years

•

30-39 years

•

40-49 years

•

50-59 years

•

60+years

2. How many years of experience do you have as a special education teacher?
•

1-5

•

6-10

•

11-15

•

16-20

•

21-25

•

More than 25

3. What level of school do you teach?
•

Elementary school

•

Middle school

•

High school

4. What is your highest academic degree attained:
•

Bachelor’s

•

Master’s

•

Doctoral
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5. What type of disabilities do the students you teach have?
•

Learning disabilities

•

Autism

•

Cognitive disabilities

•

Hearing disabilities

•

Blindness disabilities

Section B
For each of the following statements, select the response option that reflects your degree of
agreement.
Statement
Construct: Voluntariness
1. Using a tablet device and its
applications is not required by
the school
2. Although it might be helpful,
using a tablet device and its
applications is certainly not
compulsory in my teaching.
3. My use of a tablet device and
its applications is voluntary.
Construct: Relative Advantage
4. Using a tablet device and its
applications improves the
quality of my teaching.
5. Using a tablet device and its
applications enables me to
accomplish tasks faster.
6. Using a tablet device and its
applications makes it easier to
do my teaching
7. Using a tablet device and its
applications increases my

Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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performance in teaching
8. Overall, I find using a tablet
device and its applications to
be advantageous in my
teaching.
9. Using a tablet device and its
applications gives me greater
control over my teaching.
Construct: compatibility
10. Using a tablet device and its
applications for teaching
purposes is compatible with
all aspects of my work.
11. Using a tablet device and its
applications for teaching
purposes is compatible with
religious and cultural aspects
of my work.
12. Using a tablet device and its
applications facilitates and
supports my teaching style.
13. Using a tablet device and its
applications fits into my
teaching style.
Construct: Image
14. Using a tablet device and its
applications improves my
image within the school.
15. Special education teachers
who use a tablet device and its
applications have more
prestige than those who do
not.
16. Special education teachers
who use a tablet device and its
applications for teaching have
a high profile.
Construct: ease of use
17. I believe that a tablet device
and its applications are
complex to use.
18. Use of a tablet device and its
applications requires a lot
mental and learning effort.

130
19. Using a tablet device and its
applications is often
frustrating.
20. Learning to use a tablet device
and its applications is easy for
me
21. Overall, I believe that a tablet
device and its applications are
easy to use.
Construct: result demonstrability
22. The results of a tablet device
and its applications for
teaching purpose are apparent
to me.
23. I would have no difficulty
telling others about the results
of using a tablet device and its
applications inside the
classroom.
Construct: trialability
24. I have had a great deal of
opportunity to try various
tablet applications.
25. A tablet device was available
to me to adequately test run
various applications.
26. I was permitted to use a tablet
device and its applications on
a trial basis long enough to
see what it could do.
Construct: visibility
27. I have seen a tablet device and
its applications in use in my
school.
28. I have had plenty of
opportunity to see a tablet
device and its applications
being used.
29. It is easy for me to observe
others using a tablet device
and its applications in my
school.
30. The use of tablet device and
its applications is not visible
in my school.
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31. Do you use tablet device and its applications as assistive technology tool inside the
classroom?
• Yes
• No
Section C
The researcher will conduct interviews with special education teachers. The purpose of the
interview is to provide more insight regarding special education teachers’ perspectives regarding
the use of tablet devices and their applications for instructional purposes. Moreover, the
interviews will help to explore challenges that may hinder male special education teachers from
using tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes. You will be asked to respond to
10 questions related to the use of tablet devices and their applications for teaching purposes. The
interviews will take place on May 4, 2016, in your office at your school and will last for 45
minutes.
1. Would you be willing to participate in a face-to-face interview with the researcher?
•

Yes

•

No

2. If yes, please provide your contact information
Name:
Cell phone number:
Email:
Name of school:
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ﺍاﻟﺟﺯزء ﺍاﻷﻭوﻝل ﺍاﻟﻣﻌﻠﻭوﻣﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺷﺧﺻﻳﯾﺔ  :ﺍاﻟﺭرﺟﺎء ﻭوﺿﻊ ﺩدﺍاﺋﺭر ﺣﻭوﻝل ﺍاﻻﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﺍاﻟﻣﻧﺎﺳﺑﺔ
 .١۱ﺍاﻟﻣﺅؤﻫﮬﮪھﻝل ﺍاﻟﻌﻠﻣﻲ
•

ﺩدﺑﻠﻭوﻡم

•

ﺑﻛﺎﻟﻳﯾﻭوﺭرﺱس

•

ﻣﺎﺟﺳﺗﻳﯾﺭر

•

ﺩدﻛﺗﻭوﺭرﺍاﻩه

 .٢۲ﻛﻡم ﻋﻣﺭرﻙك
•

ﻣﻥن  ٢۲٠۰ﺍاﻟﻲ  ٢۲٩۹ﺳﻧﺔ

•

ﻣﻥن  ٣۳٠۰ﺍاﻟﻲ  ٣۳٩۹ﺳﻧﺔ

•

ﻣﻥن  ٤٠۰ﺍاﻟﻲ  ٤٩۹ﺳﻧﺔ

•

ﻣﻥن  ٥٠۰ﺍاﻟﻲ  ٥٩۹ﺳﻧﺔ

 .٣۳ﻋﺩدﺩد ﺳﻧﻭوﺍاﺕت ﺍاﻟﺧﺑﺭرﻩه ﻓﻲ ﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس ﻁطﻼﺏب ﺫذﻭوﻱي ﺍاﻻﺣﺗﻳﯾﺎﺟﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺧﺎﺻﺔ
•

ﻣﻥن ﺳﻧﻪﮫ ﺍاﻟﻲ  ٥ﺳﻧﻭوﺍاﺕت

•

ﻣﻥن  ٦ﺍاﻟﻲ  ١۱٠۰ﺳﻧﻭوﺍاﺕت

•

ﻣﻥن  ١۱١۱ﺍاﻟﻲ  ١۱٥ﺳﻧﻪﮫ

•

ﻣﻥن  ١۱٦ﺍاﻟﻲ  ٢۲٠۰ﺳﻧﻪﮫ

•

ﻣﻥن  ٢۲١۱ﺍاﻟﻲ  ٢۲٥ﺳﻧﻪﮫ

•

 ٢۲٥ﺳﻧﻪﮫ ﻓﺄﻛﺛﺭر

 .٤ﺃأﻱي ﻣﺭرﺣﻠﺔ ﺗﻌﻠﻳﯾﻣﻳﯾﺔ ﺗﻘﻭوﻡم ﺑﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺳﻬﮭﺎ
•

ﺍاﻟﻣﺭرﺣﻠﺔ ﺍاﻷﺑﺗﺩدﺍاﺋﻳﯾﺔ

•

ﺍاﻟﻣﺭرﺣﻠﺔ ﺍاﻟﻣﺗﻭوﺳﻁطﺔ

•

ﺍاﻟﻣﺭرﺣﻠﺔ ﺍاﻟﺛﺎﻧﻭوﻳﯾﺔ
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 .٥ﻣﺎ ﻧﻭوﻉع ﺍاﻻﻋﺎﻗﺔ ﺍاﻟﺗﻲ ﺗﻘﻭوﻡم ﺑﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺳﻬﮭﺎ
•

ﺻﻌﻭوﺑﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺗﻌﻠّﻡم

•

ﺍاﻟﺗﻭوﺣّ ﺩد

•

ﺇإﻋﺎﻗﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﻌﻘﻠﻳﯾﺔ

•

ﺇإﻋﺎﻗﺎﺕت ﺳﻣﻌﻳﯾﺔ ﻭوﺑﺻﺭرﻳﯾﺔ

•

ﺇإﻋﺎﻗﺎﺕت ﺑﺻﺭرﻳﯾﺔ

ﺍاﻟﺟﺯزء ﺍاﻟﺛﺎﻧﻲ :ﺗﺻﻭوﺭرﺍاﺕت ﻣﻌﻠﻣﻲ ﺍاﻟﺗﺭرﺑﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺣﻭوﻝل ﺍاﻟﺳﻣﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﻣﺅؤﺛﺭرﺓة ﻋﻠﻲ ﺍاﻧﺗﺷﺎﺭر ﺍاﻷﺟﻬﮭﺯزﻩه ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻳﯾﺔ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻬﮭﺎ ﻛﺄﺩدﺍاﻩه ﺗﻌﻠﻣﻳﯾﺔ
ﻣﺳﺎﻧﺩدﻩه.
ﺃأﺩدﻧﺎﻩه ﺗﺟﺩد ﻣﺟﻣﻭوﻋﺔ ﻣﻥن ﺍاﻟﻌﺑﺎﺭرﺍاﺕت ﻭو ﺍاﻟﺗﻲ ﺗﺗﻌﻠﻕق ﺑﺎﻟﺳﻣﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﻣﺅؤﺛﺭرﻩه ﻋﻠﻲ ﺍاﻧﺗﺷﺎﺭر ﺍاﻷﺟﻬﮭﺯزﻩه ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻳﯾﺔ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻬﮭﺎ ﻛﺄﺩدﺍاﻩه ﺗﻌﻠﻣﻳﯾﺔ ﻣﺳﺎﻧﺩدﻩه.
ﺍاﻟﺭرﺟﺎء ﻗﺭرﺍاءﺓة ﻛﻝل ﻋﺑﺎﺭرﺓة ﺟﻳﯾﺩدﺍا ﻭوﺗﺣﺩدﻳﯾﺩد ﺍاﻟﺧﻳﯾﺎﺭر ﺍاﻟﻣﻧﺎﺳﺏب ﺑﻭوﺿﻊ ﻋﻼﻣﺔ  Xﻭوﺫذﻟﻙك ﺑﻧﺎء ﻋﻠﻲ ﺍاﻟﻣﻘﻳﯾﺎﺱس ﺍاﻟﺗﺎﻟﻲ :ﻏﻳﯾﺭر ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة )(1
ﻏﻳﯾﺭر ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق ) (2ﻣﺣﺎﻳﯾﺩد ) (3ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق ) (4ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة).(5
ﻣﺛﺎﻝل ﺗﻭوﺿﻳﯾﺣﻲ ﻟﻛﻳﯾﻔﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﻋﻥن ﻓﻘﺭرﺍاﺕت ﻻﺳﺗﺑﺎﻧﻪﮫ
ﺍاﻟﻌﺑﺎﺭرﺓة
ﺃأﻋﺗﻘﺩد ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺃأﺟﻬﮭﺯزﺓة ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر
ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻬﮭﺎ ﻫﮬﮪھﻭو ﺃأﻣﺭر ﻣﻔﻳﯾﺩد.

ﺍاﻟﻌﺑﺎﺭرﺓة
 .١۱ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺃأﺟﻬﮭﺯزﺓة ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻬﮭﺎ ﻟﻳﯾﺱس ﻣﺗﻁطﻠﺑﺎ ً ﻣﻥن ﻗﺑﻝل ﺇإﺩدﺍاﺭرﺓة
ﺍاﻟﻣﺩدﺭرﺳﺔ.

ﻏﻳﯾﺭر ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

ﻏﻳﯾﺭر ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق

ﻣﺣﺎﻳﯾﺩد

ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق

ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

X

ﺍاﻟﻣﺣﻭوﺭر ﺍاﻷﻭوﻝل :ﺍاﻻﺧﺗﻳﯾﺎﺭرﻳﯾﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺃأﺟﻬﮭﺯزﺓة ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﺩدﺍاﺧﻝل ﺍاﻟﻔﺻﻭوﻝل ﺍاﻟﺩدﺭرﺍاﺳﻳﯾﺔ
ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻣﺣﺎﻳﯾﺩد
ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة
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 .٢۲ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍاﻟﺭرﻏﻡم ﻣﻥن ﺃأﻫﮬﮪھﻣﻳﯾﺔ ﺃأﺟﻬﮭﺯزﺓة
ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻬﮭﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﺗﻌﻠﻳﯾﻡم ،٬
ﺇإﻻ ﺃأﻥنّ ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻣﻬﮭﺎ ﻟﻳﯾﺱس ﺇإﻟﺯزﺍاﻣﻳﯾﺎ ً ﻓﻲ ﻣﺟﺎﻝل
ﻋﻣﻠﻲ.
 .٣۳ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻣﻲ ﻟﻠﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ
ﻫﮬﮪھﻭو ﺧﻳﯾﺎﺭر ﺷﺧﺻﻲ ﻭوﻟﻳﯾﺱس ﻁطﻠﺑﺎ ً ﻣﻥن ﻗﺑﻝل
ﺇإﺩدﺍاﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻟﻣﺩدﺭرﺳﺔ.

ﺍاﻟﻌﺑﺎﺭرﺓة

ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

ﺍاﻟﻣﺣﻭوﺭر ﺍاﻟﺛﺎﻧﻲ :ﺍاﻟﻣﺯزﺍاﻳﯾﺎ ﺍاﻟﻧﺳﺑﻳﯾﺔ
ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻣﺣﺎﻳﯾﺩد
ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق

ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

 .١۱ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ
ﻳﯾﻌﻣﻝل ﻋﻠﻲ ﺗﺣﺳﻳﯾﻥن ﺟﻭوﺩدﺓة ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس.
 .٢۲ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ
ﻳﯾﺳﻣﺢ ﻟﻲ ﺑﺈﻧﺟﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻣﻬﮭﺎﻡم ﺑﺷﻛﻝل ﺃأﺳﺭرﻉع.
 . ٣۳ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ
ﻳﯾﺳﻬﮭﻝل ﻣﻥن ﻋﻣﻠﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس.
 . ٤ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ
ﻳﯾﻌﺯزﺯز ﻣﻥن ﺃأﺩدﺍاﺋﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺟﺎﻝل ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس.
 .٥ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ
ﻳﯾﻣﻧﺣﻧﻲ ﻗﺩدﺭرﺓة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍاﻟﺗﺣﻛﻡم ﻓﻲ ﻋﻣﻠﻳﯾﺔ
ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس
 .٦ﺑﺷﻛﻝل ﻋﺎﻡم  ،٬ﺃأﻋﺗﻘﺩد ﺃأﻥنّ ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم
ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻫﮬﮪھﻭو ﺃأﻣﺭر ﻣﻔﻳﯾﺩد
ﻓﻲ ﻋﻣﻠﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس.

ﺍاﻟﻌﺑﺎﺭرﺓة
 . ١۱ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻷﻏﺭرﺍاﺽض ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس ﻳﯾﺗﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق ﻣﻊ
ﻛﺎﻓﺔ ﺟﻭوﺍاﻧﺏب ﻋﻣﻠﻲ.

ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

ﺍاﻟﻣﺣﻭوﺭر ﺍاﻟﺛﺎﻟﺙث :ﻣﺩدﻱي ﺍاﻟﺗﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻣﺣﺎﻳﯾﺩد
ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق

ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق

ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة
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 .٢۲ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ
ﻷﻏﺭرﺍاﺽض ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس ﻳﯾﺗﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق ﺗﻣﺎﻣﺎ ً ﻣﻊ
ﺍاﻟﺗﻌﺎﻟﻳﯾﻡم ﺍاﻟﺩدﻳﯾﻧﻳﯾﺔ ﻭو ﺍاﻟﺟﻭوﺍاﻧﺏب ﺍاﻟﺛﻘﺎﻓﻳﯾﺔ
ﻟﻠﻣﺟﺗﻣﻊ.
 .٣۳ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ
ﻳﯾﺳﻬﮭّﻝل ﻭوﻳﯾﺩدﻋﻡم ﺃأﺳﻠﻭوﺏب ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس ﺍاﻟﺫذﻱي
ﺃأﻋﺗﻣﺩدﻩه.
 .٤ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ
ﻳﯾﺗﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق ﻣﻊ ﺃأﺳﻠﻭوﺏب ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس ﺍاﻟﺫذﻱي
ﺃأﻋﺗﻣﺩدﻩه.

ﺍاﻟﻌﺑﺎﺭرﺓة

ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

ﺍاﻟﻣﺣﻭوﺭر ﺍاﻟﺭرﺍاﺑﻊ :ﺍاﻟﺻﻭوﺭرﺓة ﺍاﻻﺟﺗﻣﺎﻋﻳﯾﺔ
ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻣﺣﺎﻳﯾﺩد
ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق

ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

 .١۱ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ
ﻳﯾﺣﺳﻥن ﻣﻥن ﺻﻭوﺭرﺗﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻣﺩدﺭرﺳﺔ.
 .٢۲ﻣﺩدﺭرﺳﻭو ﺍاﻟﺗﺭرﺑﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺍاﻟﺫذﻳﯾﻥن
ﻳﯾﺳﺗﺧﺩدﻣﻭوﻥن ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ،٬
ﻳﯾﺗﻣﺗﻌﻭوﻥن ﺑﺻﻭوﺭرﺓة ﺃأﺭرﻗﻰ ﻣﻘﺎﺭرﻧﺔ ﺑﻣﻥن ﻻ
ﻳﯾﺳﺗﺧﺩدﻣﻭوﻧﻪﮫ
 .٣۳ﻣﺩدﺭرﺳﻭو ﺍاﻟﺗﺭرﺑﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺍاﻟﺫذﻳﯾﻥن
ﻳﯾﺳﺗﺧﺩدﻣﻭوﻥن ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻓﻲ
ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس  ،٬ﻳﯾﺗﻣﺗﻌﻭوﻥن ﺑﻣﺯزﺍاﻳﯾﺎ ﻭوﻅظﻳﯾﻔﻳﯾﺔ
ﻣﻣﻳﯾﺯزﺓة.

ﺍاﻟﻌﺑﺎﺭرﺓة
 .١۱ﺑﺎﻋﺗﻘﺎﺩدﻱي  ،٬ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﺃأﻣﺭر ﻣﻌ ّﻘﺩد.
 .٢۲ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻳﯾﺗﻁطﻠﺏب ﻣﻧﻲ ﺍاﻟﻛﺛﻳﯾﺭر ﻣﻥن ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺩد

ﺍاﻟﻣﺣﻭوﺭر ﺍاﻟﺧﺎﻣﺱس :ﺳﻬﮭﻭوﻟﺔ ﺍاﻻﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم
ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻣﺣﺎﻳﯾﺩد
ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة
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ﺍاﻟﺫذﻫﮬﮪھﻧﻲ ﻭوﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺏب.
 .٣۳ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻛﺛﻳﯾﺭرﺍاً ﻣﺎﻳﯾﺻﻳﯾﺏب ﺑﺎﻹﺣﺑﺎﻁط
 .٤ﺗﻌﻠﻡم ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﺟﻬﮭﺯزﺓة ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر
ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭو ﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻬﮭﺎ ﺳﻬﮭﻝل ﺑﻧﺳﺑﻪﮫ ﻟﻲ
 .٥ﺑﺷﻛﻝل ﻋﺎﻡم  ،٬ﺃأﻋﺗﻘﺩد ﺃأ ّﻧﻪﮫ ﻣﻥن ﺍاﻟﺳﻬﮭﻝل
ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻷﺣﺗﻳﯾﺎﺟﺎﺗﻲ ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺳﻳﯾﺔ

ﺍاﻟﻌﺑﺎﺭرﺓة

ﺍاﻟﻣﺣﻭوﺭر ﺍاﻟﺳﺎﺩدﺱس ﺇإﻣﻛﺎﻧﻳﯾﺔ ﻣﻼﺣﻅظﺔ ﺍاﻟﻧﺗﺎﺋﺞ ﺍاﻟﻣﺗﻌﻠﻘﺔ ﺑﺎﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻷﺟﻬﮭﺯزﺓة
ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻳﯾﺔ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻬﮭﺎ ﻛﺎﺩدﺍاﻩه ﺗﻌﻠﻳﯾﻣﻳﯾﺔ ﻣﺳﺎﻧﺩدﻩه
ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻣﺣﺎﻳﯾﺩد
ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

 .١۱ﻧﺗﺎﺋﺞ ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر
ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻷﻏﺭرﺍاﺽض ﺍاﻟﺗﺩدﺭرﻳﯾﺱس
ﻭوﺍاﺿﺣﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻧﺳﺑﺔ ﻟﻲ.
 .٢۲ﻟﻥن ﺃأﺟﺩد ﺻﻌﻭوﺑﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺇإﺧﺑﺎﺭر ﺍاﻵﺧﺭرﻳﯾﻥن
ﺑﺷﺄﻥن ﻧﺗﺎﺋﺞ ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻓﻲ ﺩدﺍاﺧﻝل ﺍاﻟﻔﺻﻝل ﺍاﻟﺩدﺭرﺍاﺳﻲ

ﺍاﻟﻌﺑﺎﺭرﺓة

ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

ﺍاﻟﻣﺣﻭوﺭر ﺍاﻟﺳﺎﺑﻊ :ﺇإﻣﻛﺎﻧﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﺗﺟﺭرﻳﯾﺏب
ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﻣﺣﺎﻳﯾﺩد
ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق

ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

 .١۱ﻟﻘﺩد ﺃأﺗﻳﯾﺣﺕت ﻟﻲ ﺍاﻟﻌﺩدﻳﯾﺩد ﻣﻥن ﺍاﻟﻔﺭرﺹص
ﻻﺧﺗﺑﺎﺭر ﻣﺧﺗﻠﻑف ﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ.
 .٢۲ﺃأﺗﻳﯾﺢ ﻟﻲ ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﻟﻭوﺣﻲ ﻟﺗﺟﺭرﻳﯾﺏب
ﻣﺧﺗﻠﻑف ﺍاﻟﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺕت ﺑﺷﻛﻝل ﻭوﺍاﻑفٍ.
 .٣۳ﻟﻘﺩد ﺳُﻣﺢ ﻟﻲ ﺑﺎﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﺑﺷﻛﻝل ﺗﺟﺭرﻳﯾﺑﻲ ﻟﻔﺗﺭرﺓة ﻛﺎﻓﻳﯾﺔ
ﻟﻣﻌﺭرﻓﺔ ﻣﺎ ﻳﯾﻣﻛﻧﻪﮫ ﺍاﻟﻘﻳﯾﺎﻡم ﺑﻪﮫ.
ﺍاﻟﻣﺣﻭوﺭر ﺍاﻟﺛﺎﻣﻥن :ﺍاﻟﺭرﺅؤﻳﯾﺔ ﻭو ﻣﺩدﻱي ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺃأﺟﻬﮭﺯزﺓة ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻬﮭﺎ ﺩدﺍاﺧﻝل ﺍاﻟﻣﺩدﺭرﺳﺔ
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ﺍاﻟﻌﺑﺎﺭرﺓة

ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

ﻏﻳﯾﺭرﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق

ﻣﺣﺎﻳﯾﺩد

ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق

ﻣﻭوﺍاﻓﻕق
ﺑﺷﺩدﺓة

 .١۱ﻟﻘﺩد ﺃأﺗﻳﯾﺣﺕت ﻟﻲ ﺍاﻟﻌﺩدﻳﯾﺩد ﻣﻥن ﺍاﻟﻔﺭرﺹص ﻟﺭرﺅؤﻳﯾﺔ
ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﺃأﺛﻧﺎء ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻣﻪﮫ
ﺩدﺍاﺧﻝل ﺍاﻟﻔﺻﻝل ﺍاﻟﺩدﺭرﺍاﺳﻲ.
 .٢۲ﻟﻘﺩد ﺭرﺃأﻳﯾﺕت ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻳﯾﺗ ّﻡم
ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻣﻪﮫ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺩدﺭرﺳﺗﻲ.
 .٣۳ﻣﻥن ﺍاﻟﺳﻬﮭﻝل ﺑﺎﻟﻧﺳﺑﺔ ﻟﻲ ﺃأﻥن ﺃأﺷﺎﻫﮬﮪھﺩد ﺍاﻵﺧﺭرﻳﯾﻥن
ﻭوﻫﮬﮪھﻡم ﻳﯾﺳﺗﺧﺩدﻣﻭوﻥن ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ
ﻓﻲ ﻣﺩدﺭرﺳﺗﻲ.
 .٤ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻟﻳﯾﺱس
ﺃأﻣﺭرﺍاً ﻭوﺍاﺿﺣﺎ ً ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﯾﻪﮫ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺩدﺭرﺳﺗﻲ.
 .٥ﻟﻘﺩد ﺃأﺗﻳﯾﺣﺕت ﻟﻲ ﺍاﻟﻌﺩدﻳﯾﺩد ﻣﻥن ﺍاﻟﻔﺭرﺹص ﻟﺭرﺅؤﻳﯾﺔ
ﺍاﻟﺟﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﺃأﺛﻧﺎء ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻣﻪﮫ
ﺩدﺍاﺧﻝل ﺍاﻟﻔﺻﻝل ﺍاﻟﺩدﺭرﺍاﺳﻲ.

.١۱ﻫﮬﮪھﻝل ﺗﺳﺗﺧﺩدﻡم ﺍاﻟﻛﻣﺑﻳﯾﻭوﺗﺭر ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻛﻭوﺳﻳﯾﻠﺔ ﺗﻌﻠﻳﯾﻣﻳﯾﺔ ﻣﺳﺎﻧﺩدﻩه ﺩدﺍاﺧﻝل ﺍاﻟﻔﺻﻝل ﺍاﻟﺩدﺭرﺍاﺳﻲ ؟
ﻧﻌﻢ

ﻻ

 .٢۲ﻳﯾﻌﺗﺯزﻡم ﺍاﻟﺑﺎﺣﺙث ﺍاﻟﻘﻳﯾﺎﻡم ﺑﻣﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﺷﺧﺻﻳﯾﺔ ﻣﻊ ﻋﺩدﺩد ﻣﻥن ﻣﻌﻠﻣﻲ ﺍاﻟﺗﺭرﺑﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻭو ﻟﻣﺩدﺓة  ٣۳٠۰ﺩدﻗﻳﯾﻘﺔ .ﺍاﻟﻐﺭرﺽض ﻣﻥن ﺍاﻟﻣﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻫﮬﮪھﻭو
ﺍاﻟﺣﺻﻭوﻝل ﻋﻠﻲ ﻣﻌﻠﻭوﻣﺎﺕت ﺍاﺿﺎﻓﻳﯾﺔ ﻣﻥن ﺍاﻟﻣﻌﻠﻣﻳﯾﻥن ﺣﻭوﻝل ﺗﺻﻭوﺭرﺍاﺕت ﻣﻌﻠﻣﻲ ﺍاﻟﺗﺭرﺑﻳﯾﺔ ﺍاﻟﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺣﻭوﻝل ﺍاﺳﺗﺧﺩدﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻷﺟﻬﮭﺯزﻩه ﺍاﻟﻠﻭوﺣﻳﯾﺔ
ﻭوﺗﻁطﺑﻳﯾﻘﺎﺗﻬﮭﺎ ﻛﺄﺩدﺍاﻩه ﺗﻌﻠﻣﻳﯾﺔ ﻣﺳﺎﻧﺩدﻩه.
ﻓﻬﮭﻝل ﺗﺭرﻏﺏب ﺑﺎﻟﻣﺷﺎﺭرﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﺷﺧﺻﻳﯾﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺍاﻟﺑﺎﺣﺙث ؟
ﻻ
ﻧﻌﻢ
ﺇإﺫذﺍا ﻧﻌﻡم ,ﺍاﺭرﺟﻭوﺍا ﻣﻧﻙك ﻭوﺿﻊ ﻣﻌﻠﻭوﻣﺎﺕت ﺍاﻻﺗﺻﺎﻝل ﺍاﻟﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻙك
ﺍاﻻﺳﻡم..........................................................:ﺭرﻗﻡم ﺍاﻟﺟﻭوﺍاﻝل.....................................
ﺍاﺳﻡم ﺍاﻟﻣﺩدﺭرﺳﺔ ........................................ﺍاﻟﻣﺭرﺣﻠﺔ ﺍاﻟﺗﻌﻠﻳﯾﻣﻳﯾﺔ.....................................:
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ﺑﺴﻢ ﷲ ﺍاﻟﺮﺣﻤﻦ ﺍاﻟﺮﺣﻴﯿﻢ
ﺳﻌﺎﺩدﺓة ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ............................................................ﻭوﻓﻘﻪﮫ ﷲ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ
ﺍاﻟﺴﻼﻡم ﻋﻠﻴﯿﻜﻢ ﻭوﺭرﺣﻤﺔ ﷲ ﻭوﺑﺮﻛﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻭوﺑﻌﺪ:
ﻻ ﻳﯾﺨﻔﻰ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺮﻳﯾﻒ ﻋﻠﻤﻜﻢ ﺃأﻫﮬﮪھﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﺳﺘﺨﺪﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺘﻜﻨﻮﻟﻮﺟﻴﯿﺎ ﺍاﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪﺓة ﻟﻄﻼﺏب ﺫذﻭوﻱي ﺍاﻻﺣﺘﻴﯿﺎﺟﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ،٬ﻟﻤﺎ ﻟﻬﮭﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺃأﺛﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﻎ ﻓﻲ
ﺗﺴﻬﮭﻴﯿﻞ ﺍاﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﻟﺪﻯى ﻫﮬﮪھﺬﻩه ﺍاﻟﺸﺮﻳﯾﺤﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺍاﻟﻄﻼﺏب .ﻭوﻣﻦ ﻫﮬﮪھﺬﺍا ﺍاﻟﻤﻨﻄﻠﻖ ﻓﺈﻥن ﺍاﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ ﺑﺼﺪﺩد ﺇإﺟﺮﺍاء ﺩدﺭرﺍاﺳﺔ ﺑﻌﻨﻮﺍاﻥن" ﺗﺼﻮﺭرﺍاﺕت
ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻲ ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﺗﺠﺎﻩه ﺍاﺳﺘﺨﺪﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻷﺟﻬﮭﺰﺓة ﺍاﻟﻠﻮﺣﻴﯿﺔ ﻛﺄﺩدﺍاﺓة ﺗﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪﺓة ﻟﻄﻼﺏب ﺫذﻭوﻱي ﺍاﻹﺣﺘﻴﯿﺎﺟﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ" .ﻭو ﻳﯾﻘﺼﺪ
ﺑﺎﻷﺟﻬﮭﺰﺓة ﺍاﻟﻠﻮﺣﻴﯿﺔ ﻭوﺗﻄﺒﻴﯿﻘﺎﺗﻬﮭﺎ ﻛﻞ ﺍاﻷﺟﻬﮭﺰﻩه ﺍاﻹﻟﻜﺘﺮﻭوﻧﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﻟﺔ )ﺁآﻳﯾﺒﺎﺩد ،٬ﺟﻠﻜﺴﻲ ﺗﺎﺏب ﻭوﻏﻴﯿﺮﻫﮬﮪھﺎ( .ﻋﻠﻤﺎ ّ ﺑﺄﻥن ﻏﺮﺽض ﺍاﻟﺪﺭرﺍاﺳﺔ ﻫﮬﮪھﻮ
ﺍاﻟﺤﺼﻮﻝل ﻋﻠﻰ ﺩدﺭرﺟﺔ ﺍاﻟﺪﻛﺘﻮﺭرﺍاﻩه ﻓﻲ ﺗﻘﻨﻴﯿﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺟﺎﻣﻌﺔ ﺷﻤﺎﻝل ﺇإﻟﻴﯿﻨﻮﻱي ﺑﺎﻟﻮﻻﻳﯾﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪﺓة ﺍاﻷﻣﺮﻳﯾﻜﻴﯿﺔ.
ﺃأﻫﮬﮪھﺪﺍاﻑف ﺍاﻟﺪﺭرﺍاﺳﺔ
ﺗﻬﮭﺪﻑف ﺍاﻟﺪﺭرﺍاﺳﺔ ﺇإﻟﻰ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﺮﻑف ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺼﻮﺭرﺍاﺕت ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻲ ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﯿﻊ ﺍاﻟﻤﺮﺍاﺣﻞ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﺣﻮﻝل ﺍاﺳﺘﺨﺪﺍاﻡم ﺍاﻟﺠﻬﮭﺎﺯز ﺍاﻟﻠﻮﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻄﺒﻴﯿﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻛﺄﺩدﺍاﺓة ﺗﻌﻠﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﻣﺴﺎﻧﺪﺓة ﻟﺘﺴﻬﮭﻴﯿﻞ ﺍاﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﻟﻄﻼﺏب ﺫذﻭوﻱي ﺍاﻻﺣﺘﻴﯿﺎﺟﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ .ﻛﻤﺎ ﺃأﻥن ﻣﻦ ﺃأﻫﮬﮪھﺪﺍاﻑف ﺍاﻟﺪﺭرﺍاﺳﺔ ﺃأﻳﯾﻀﺎ
ﺍاﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﻋﻠﻲ ﺍاﻟﺘﺴﺎﺅؤﻻﺕت ﺍاﻟﺘﺎﻟﻴﯿﺔ:
 .١۱ﻣﺎ ﻫﮬﮪھﻲ ﺗﺼﻮﺭرﺍاﺕت ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻲ ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﺣﻮﻝل ﺍاﺳﺘﺨﺪﺍاﻡم ﺃأﺟﻬﮭﺰﺓة ﺍاﻟﻜﻤﺒﻴﯿﻮﺗﺮ ﺃأﻟﻠﻮﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻄﺒﻴﯿﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻛﻮﺳﻴﯿﻠﺔ ﺗﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﻣﺴﺎﻧﺪﺓة ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﯿﺔ
ﺗﻌﻠﻴﯿﻢ ﻁطﻼﺏب ﺫذﻭوﻱي ﺍاﻻﺣﺘﻴﯿﺎﺟﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ؟
 .٢۲ﻫﮬﮪھﻞ ﻫﮬﮪھﻨﺎﻙك ﻋﻼﻗﺔ ﺑﻴﯿﻦ ﺗﺼﻮﺭرﺍاﺕت ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻲ ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﺣﻮﻝل ﺍاﺳﺘﺨﺪﺍاﻡم ﺃأﺟﻬﮭﺰﺓة ﺍاﻟﻜﻤﺒﻴﯿﻮﺗﺮ ﺃأﻟﻠﻮﺣﻲ ﻭوﺗﻄﺒﻴﯿﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻭو ﺍاﻟﻌﻮﺍاﻣﻞ ﺍاﻟﺘﺎﻟﻴﯿﺔ
)ﺍاﻟﻌﻤﺮ ,ﻋﺪﺩد ﺳﻨﻮﺍاﺕت ﺍاﻟﺨﺒﺮﺓة ,ﺍاﻟﺘﺤﺼﻴﯿﻞ ﺍاﻷﻛﺎﺩدﻳﯾﻤﻲ ﻭو ﺍاﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﯾﻌﻤﻞ ﺑﻬﮭﺎ ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ( ؟
ﻭوﻟﻺﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃأﺳﺌﻠﺔ ﺍاﻟﺪﺭرﺍاﺳﺔ ﻗﺎﻡم ﺍاﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ ﺑﺈﻋﺪﺍاﺩد ﺍاﺳﺘﺒﺎﻧﻪﮫ ﻟﺘﻄﺒﻴﯿﻘﻬﮭﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻲ ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻤﺮﺍاﺣﻞ ﺍاﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﺔ )ﺍاﺑﺘﺪﺍاﺋﻲ ،٬
ﻣﺘﻮﺳﻂ  ،٬ﺛﺎﻧﻮﻱي( ﺑﻤﺪﻳﯾﻨﺔ ﺟﺪﺓة ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻤﻠﻜﺔ ﺍاﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺴﻌﻮﺩدﻳﯾﺔ .ﻭوﻗﺪ ﻗﺎﻡم ﺍاﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ ﺑﺘﻘﺴﻴﯿﻢ ﺍاﻻﺳﺘﺒﺎﻧﺔ ﺇإﻟﻰ ﺟﺰﺋﻴﯿﻦ :
 .١۱ﺍاﻟﺠﺰء ﺍاﻷﻭوﻝل ﻳﯾﺤﺘﻮﻱي ﻋﻠﻲ ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺸﺨﺼﻴﯿﺔ.
 .٢۲ﺍاﻟﺠﺰء ﺍاﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻳﯾﺤﺘﻮﻱي ﻋﻠﻲ ﺛﻤﺎﻥن ﻣﺤﺎﻭوﺭر ﺗﻘﻴﯿﺲ ﺗﺼﻮﺭرﺍاﺕت ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻲ ﺍاﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﺗﺠﺎﻩه ﺍاﺳﺘﺨﺪﺍاﻡم ﺃأﺟﻬﮭﺰﺓة ﺍاﻟﻜﻤﺒﻴﯿﻮﺗﺮ ﺃأﻟﻠﻮﺣﻲ
ﻭوﺗﻄﺒﻴﯿﻘﺎﺗﻪﮫ ﻛﺄﺩدﺍاﺓة ﺗﻌﻠﻴﯿﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﻣﺴﺎﻧﺪﺓة.
ﻟﺬﺍا ﻳﯾﺄﻣﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻌﺎﺩدﺗﻜﻢ ﺍاﻟﺘﻜﺮﻡم ﺑﺎﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍاﻻﺳﺘﺒﺎﻧﺔ ﺑﺎﺧﺘﻴﯿﺎﺭر ﺍاﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﺍاﻟﻤﻨﺎﺳﺒﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼﻝل ﺍاﻟﻤﻘﻴﯿﺎﺱس ﺍاﻟﺨﻤﺎﺳﻲ )ﻏﻴﯿﺮ ﻣﻮﺍاﻓﻖ ﺑﺸﺪﻩه،٬ﻏﻴﯿﺮ
ﻣﻮﺍاﻓﻖ ،٬ﻣﺤﺎﻳﯾﺪ ،٬ﻣﻮﺍاﻓﻖ،٬ﻣﻮﺍاﻓﻖ ﺑﺸﺪﻩه ( ﻭوﺍاﻟﺬﻱي ﻳﯾﻤﺜﻞ ﺭرﺃأﻳﯾﻚ ﺑﻜﻞ ﺩدﻗﺔ ﻭوﻣﻮﺿﻮﻋﻴﯿﺔ ﻟﻤﺎ ﻟﻬﮭﺎ ﺃأﺛﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﻎ ﺍاﻷﻫﮬﮪھﻤﻴﯿﺔ ﺍاﻟﻠﻮﺻﻮﻝل ﺇإﻟﻲ ﺍاﻟﻨﺘﺎﺋﺞ
ﺍاﻟﻤﺮﺟﻮﺓة.
ﻣﻼﺣﻈﺔ
ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻄﺎﺓة ﺗﺴﺘﺨﺪﻡم ﻷﻏﺮﺍاﺽض ﺍاﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﺍاﻟﻌﻠﻤﻲ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻭوﻟﻴﯿﺲ ﻫﮬﮪھﻨﺎﻙك ﺃأﻱي ﻣﺨﺎﻁطﺮ ﺗُﺬﻛﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍاﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭرﻙك ﻓﻲ ﻫﮬﮪھﺬﻩه ﺍاﻻﺳﺘﺒﺎﻧﺔ .ﻭوﻳﯾﺤﻖ
ﻟﻠﻤﺸﺎﺭرﻙك ﺍاﻻﻧﺴﺤﺎﺏب ﻓﻲ ﺃأﻱي ﻭوﻗﺖ ﻭوﺑﺪﻭوﻥن ﺃأﻱي ﻋﻘﻮﺑﺔ.
ﻫﮬﮪھﻞ ﺗﺮﻏﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭرﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻫﮬﮪھﺬﻩه ﺍاﻻﺳﺘﺒﺎﻧﺔ ؟ ﺍاﻟﺮﺟﺎء ﻭوﺿﻊ ﻋﻼﻣﺔ ) √ ( ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﻤﺮﺑﻊ
ﻧﻌﻢ )ﺇإﺫذﺍا ﻧﻌﻢ ,ﺍاﻟﺮﺟﺎء ﻭوﺿﻊ ﺍاﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﯿﻊ ﻣﻊ ﺍاﻟﺘﺎﺭرﻳﯾﺦ(
ﻻ
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ﺍاﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﯿﻊ_____________________________________
ﺍاﻟﺘﺎﺭرﻳﯾﺦ_____________________________________
ﻟﻤﺰﻳﯾﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺍاﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺕت ﺃأﻭو ﺍاﻻﺳﺘﻔﺴﺎﺭرﺍاﺕت ,ﻳﯾﺮﺟﻲ ﺍاﻟﺘﻮﺍاﺻﻞ ﻣﻊ ﺍاﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ ﺃأﻭو ﺍاﻟﻤﺸﺮﻑف ﺍاﻟﺪﺭرﺍاﺳﺔ .ﺷﻜﺮﺍاً ﻟﻚ ﺗﻌﺎﻭوﻧﻚ ﻭوﺍاﺳﺘﺠﺎﺑﺘﻚ ﻭوﻓﻘﻚ ﷲ
ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺍاﻟﺪﺍاﺭرﻳﯾﻦ.
ﺍاﻟﻣﺷﺭرﻑف ﻋﻠﻲ ﺍاﻟﺭرﺳﺎﻟﺔ:
ﺃأ.ﺩد ﻭوﺍاﻱي ﻫﮬﮪھﻧﻕق.
ﺭرﺋﻳﯾﺱس ﻗﺳﻡم ﺗﻘﻧﻳﯾﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺗﻌﻠﻳﯾﻡم ﺑﺟﺎﻣﻌﺔ ﺷﻣﺎﻝل ﺍاﻟﻳﯾﻧﻭوﻯى ﻓﻲ ﺩدﻳﯾﻛﺎﻟﺏب ﺑﺎﻟﻭوﻻﻳﯾﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﻣﺗﺣﺩدﺓة ﺍاﻷﻣﺭرﻳﯾﻛﻳﯾﺔ.
ﺍاﻟﺑﺭرﻳﯾﺩد ﺍاﻻﻟﻛﺗﺭرﻭوﻧﻲ:
whung@niu.edu
ﺍاﻟﻬﮭﺎﺗﻑف0018157538175 :
ﺑﺎﺣﺙث ﻫﮬﮪھﺫذﻩه ﺍاﻟﺩدﺭرﺍاﺳﺔ:
ﻋﺎﺩدﻝل ﺇإﺑﺭرﺍاﻫﮬﮪھﻳﯾﻡم ﻣﺣﻣﺩد ﻗﺣﻣﺵش.
ﻗﺳﻡم ﺗﻘﻧﻳﯾﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﺗﻌﻠﻳﯾﻡم ﺑﺟﺎﻣﻌﺔ ﺷﻣﺎﻝل ﺍاﻟﻳﯾﻧﻭوﻯى ﻓﻲ ﺩدﻳﯾﻛﺎﻟﺏب ﺑﺎﻟﻭوﻻﻳﯾﺎﺕت ﺍاﻟﻣﺗﺣﺩدﺓة ﺍاﻷﻣﺭرﻳﯾﻛﻳﯾﺔ.
ﺍاﻟﺑﺭرﻳﯾﺩد ﺍاﻻﻟﻛﺗﺭرﻭوﻧﻲ:
aqahmash@niu.edu
ﺍاﻟﻬﮭﺎﺗﻑف0018156080992 :
ﺟﻭوﺍاﻝل0535189230:
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
1. How often do you use assistive technology tools inside the classroom?
2. Does your supervisor/school administration require you to integrate assistive technology
tools into your instructions?
3. Have you used tablet devices and their applications for teaching purpose previously? If
yes, please describe your experience.
4. What are your perceptions on the advantages/disadvantage of the tablet devices and their
applications to be used for teaching purposes?
5. What are your perceptions on supervisor/school administration roles in promoting the use
of tablet devices for teaching purposes?
6. Do you think using tablet devices and their applications with students with disabilities is
beneficial for their learning? Why?
7. Based on you opinion, what are teachers’ characteristics (age, years of teaching
experiences, school level, and educational background) do you think it is important when
it comes to the use of tablet devices for teaching purposes? Why
8. Before your adopting the tablet devices and their applications, would like to try them out
and see how it could help your teaching style? Why
9. Have you received training sessions or workshop in relation to the use of tablet devices
and their applications to be used for teaching purposes?
10. From your perspective, what are the obstacles that prevent you from using tablet devices
and their applications to be used for teaching purposes?
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Approval Notice
Initial Review

15Mar2016

TO: Adel Qahmash
&nbsp&nbsp&nbsp&nbsp&nbsp &nbspEducational Technology, Research, and Assessment

RE: Protocol # HS160083 “Saudi special education teacher's perceptions toward the use of mobile
technology for teaching purposes: An explanatory sequential mixed methods study”

Your Initial Review submission was reviewed and approved under Expedited procedures by Institutional
Review Board #1 on 11Mar2016. Please note the following information about your approved research
protocol:

Protocol Approval period: 11Mar2016  10Mar2017
If your project will continue beyond that date, or if you intend to make modiﬁcations to the study, you will
need additional approval and should contact the Ofﬁce of Research Compliance and Integrity for assistance.
Continuing review of the project, conducted at least annually, will be necessary until you no longer retain any
identiﬁers that could link the subjects to the data collected. Please remember to use your protocol number
(HS160083) on any documents or correspondence with the IRB concerning your research protocol.
Please note that the IRB has the prerogative and authority to ask further questions, seek additional
information, require further modifications, or monitor the conduct of your research and the consent
process.
Unless you have been approved for a waiver of the written signature of informed consent, this notice includes
a date-stamped copy of the approved consent form for your use. NIU policy requires that informed consent
documents given to subjects participating in non-exempt research bear the approval stamp of the NIU IRB.
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This stamped document is the only consent form that may be photocopied for distribution to study
participants.
It is important for you to note that as a research investigator involved with human subjects, you are
responsible for ensuring that this project has current IRB approval at all times, and for retaining the signed
consent forms obtained from your subjects for a minimum of three years after the study is concluded. If
consent for the study is being given by proxy (guardian, etc.), it is your responsibility to document the
authority of that person to consent for the subject. Also, the committee recommends that you include an
acknowledgment by the subject, or the subject's representative, that he or she has received a copy of the
consent form. In addition, you are required to promptly report to the IRB any injuries or other unanticipated
problems or risks to subjects and others. The IRB extends best wishes for success in your research endeavors.
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Descriptive statistics of teachers’ responses to voluntariness items (n =169)

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

f

%

f

%

f

f

%

f

%

29

16.6

39

22.3

38
21.7

49

28.0

20

11.4

25

14.5

42

24.3

24
13.9

61

35.3

21

12.1

8

4.6

21 12.3

27 15.8

77

45.0

38 22.2

%

Statement
Using tablet
devices and their
applications is not
required by the
school.
Although it might
be helpful, using
tablet devices and
their applications
is certainly not
compulsory in my
teaching.
My use of tablet
devices and their
applications is
voluntary.

Mean scores and standard deviation of voluntariness

Items

M

SD

Item 1

2.95

1.277
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Item 2

3.06

1.290

Item 3

3.68

1.094

Overall 3.23

1.22

Descriptive statistics of teachers’ responses to relative advantage items (n = 173)

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

f

f

%

f

%

f

f

%

%

%

Statement
Using tablet devices
and their applications
improve the quality of
my teaching.

4

2.3 4

2.3

12

6.9

80
45.7

75

42.9

Using tablet devices
and their applications
enable me to
accomplish tasks
faster.

3

1.7

6

3.4

14

8.0

76
43.4

76

43.4

Using tablet devices
and their applications
make it easier to do
my teaching

2

1.1

4

2.3

18

10.3

81
46.3

70

40.0

Using tablet devices
and their applications
increase my
performance in
teaching

3

1.7

6

3.4

22

12.6

70
40.0

72

41.1
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Overall, I find using
4
tablet devices and
their applications to be
advantageous in my
teaching.

2.3

5
2.9

31

17.7

77
44.0

58

33.1

Using tablet devices
and their applications
gives me greater
control over my
teaching.

1.7

4
2.3

11

6.3

77
44.0

80

45.7

3

Mean scores and standard deviation of relative advantages

Items

M

SD

Item 1

4.25

0.85

Item 2

4.23

0.86

Item 3

4.22

0.80

Item 4

4.17

0.90

Item 5

4.03

0.91

Item 6

4.30

0.82

Overall 4.2

0.86

Descriptive statistics of teachers’ responses to compatibility items (n =175)
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Strongly
Disagree

f

Disagree

% f

Strongly
Agree

Neutral

Agree

%

f

%

f

%

f

9.1

35

20.0

84

48.0

36

20.6

%

Statement
Using tablet
devices and their
applications for
teaching purposes
is compatible with
all aspects of my
work.
Using tablet
devices and their
applications for
teaching purposes
is compatible with
religious and
cultural aspects of
my work.
Using tablet
devices and their
applications
facilitates and
supports my
teaching style.
Using tablet
devices and their
applications fits
into my teaching
style.

4

2.3

16

4

2.3

7
4.0

33

18.9

75

42.9

56

32.0

3

1.7

7
4.0

25

14.3

94

53.7

46

26.3

4

2.3

12
6.9

29

16.6

86

49.1

44

25.1
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Mean scores and standard deviation of compatibility

Items

M

SD

Item 1

3.75

0.96

Item 2

3.98

0.93

Item 3

3.99

0.85

Item 4

3.88

0.94

Overall 3.9

0.92

Descriptive statistics of teachers’ responses to image items (n =173)

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

f

%

f

%

f

%

f

%

f

7

4.0

18

10.3

42

24.0

64

36.6

44
25.1

12

6.9

17

9.7

53

30.3

47

26.9

45
25.7

Statement
Using tablet
devices and their
applications
improves my image
within the school.
Special education
teachers who use
tablet devices and
their applications
have more prestige
than those who do
not.

%

162
Special education
teachers who use
tablet devices and
their applications
for teaching have a
high profile.

33

18.9

36

20.6

59

33.7

26

20
11.4

14.9

Mean scores and standard deviation of image

Items

M

SD

Item 1

3.69

1.08

Item 2

3.53

1.20

Item 3

2.79

1.24

Overall 3.33

1.7

Descriptive statistics of teachers’ responses to ease of use items (n =168)

Statement
I believe that
tablet devices and
their applications
are complex to
use.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

f

f

%

f

%

f

80

46.0

25

14.4

16

45

%

25.7

Strongly
Agree

%

9.1

f

%

8

4.6

163
Use of tablet
devices and their
applications
requires a lot
mental and
learning effort.
Using tablet
devices and their
applications is
often frustrating.
Learning to use
tablet device and
its applications is
easy for me
Overall, I believe
that tablet devices
and their
applications are
easy to use.

20

23.4

27

41.4

29

16.7

44
25.3

41

23.6

84

48.3

33

19.0

4

5

2.9

11

6.3

18

10.3

6

3.5

11

6.3

25

14.5

Mean scores and standard deviation of ease of use

Items

M

SD

Item 1

2.2

1.07

Item 2

2.7

1.1

Item 3

2.1

0.94

Item 4

3.9

0.95

9

5.1

4

2.3

89
51.1

51

29.3

87
50.6

43

25.0

2.3
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Item 5

3.8

0.97

Overall 2.9

1.01

Descriptive statistics of teachers’ responses to result demonstrability items (n =175)

Statement
The results of using tablet
devices and their
applications for teaching
purposes are apparent to
me.
I would have no difficulty
telling others about the
results of using a tablet
device and its applications
inside the classroom.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

f

%

f

%

f

%

f

4

2.3

12

6.9

30

17.1

98

56.0

31

17.7

4

2.3

8

4.6

33

18.9

92

52.6

38

21.7

Table 13
Mean scores and standard deviation of result demonstrability

Items

M

SD

Item 1

3.80

1.07

Item 2

3.87

1.1

Overall 3.8

088

Strongly
Agree

%

f

%

165

Descriptive statistics of teachers’ responses to trialability items (n =175)
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

f

f

%

f

%

f

%

Strongly
Agree

%

f

%

Statement
I have had a great
deal of opportunity
to try various tablet
applications.
A tablet device was
available to me to
adequately test run
various applications.
I was permitted to
use a tablet device
and its applications
on trial basis long
enough to see what
it could do.

19

10.9

53

30.3

40

22.9

52

29.7

11

6.3

21

12.0

49

28.0

31

17.7

64

36.6

10

5.7

23

13.1

51

29.1

37

21.1

51

29.1

13

Mean scores and standard deviation of trialability

Items

M

SD

7.4
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Item 1

2.9

1.13

Item 2

2.9

1.16

Item 3

2.8

1.18

Overall 2.9

1.15

Distribution of teachers’ responses toward visibility (n = 170)
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

f

f

%

f

%

f

14.3

40

22.9

40

22.9

56

26

14.9

43

24.6

31

17.7

17

9.7

37

21.4

44

27

15.5

39

22.4

59

Statement
I have tablet devices
and their
25
applications in use in
my school.
I have had plenty of
opportunity to see
tablet devices and
their applications
being used.
It is easy for me to
observe others using
tablet devices and
their applications in
my school.
The use of tablet
devices and their

%

Strongly
Agree

f

%

32.0

14

8.0

55

31.4

19

10.9

25.4

59

34.1

15

8.7

33.9

39

22.3

10

%

5.7

167
applications is not
visible in my school.

Mean scores and standard deviation of visibility
Items

M

SD

Item 1

2.9

1.20

Item 2

2.9

1.26

Item 3

3.1

1.14

Item 4

2.8

1.12

Overall 2.9

1.18

